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Commentor No. 81: Mark M. Giese

Response to Commentor No. 81

From: Giese, Mark M _ RACIWI[SMTP:M.M.GIESE
@MODINE.COM]

Sent:  Wednesday, August 23, 2000 1:20:00 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Cc: sra@snakeriveralliance.org%internet

Subject: oppose restart of the FFTF in Washington

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Mark M. Giese

1520 Bryn Mawr Ave.
Racine, WI 53403
USA
m.mk@juno.com

08/23/00
Dear Ms. Brown:

Please oppose restart of the FFTF in Washington.
It is too hazardous.

Thank you.

Sincerely,
Mark M Giese

” 81-1

81-1: DOE notesthe commentor’sopposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
Included in the NI PEIS are the results of analyses that show the risks
associated with operating the FFTF are very small.
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Commentor No. 82: Pat Hamner

Response to Commentor No. 82

From: Pat Hamner[SMTP:PHAMNER
@RICHLANDMED.COM]
Sent:  Wednesday, August 23, 2000 6:35:40 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: FFTF
Auto forwarded by a Rule

Please restart the FFTF for medical isotopes.

Pat Hamner MD.

” 82-1

82-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 83: Eve Prior

Response to Commentor No. 83

From: Jim Prior[SMTP:JPRIOR@TELEPORT.COM]
Sent:  Thursday, August 24, 2000 3:27:20 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: Hanford Nuclear Reservation

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Attention: Bill Richardson

Please shutdown the FFTF reactor and put that I
money into cleanup! I
Sincerely,
Eve Prior

112 NE 32nd Avenue
Portland, OR 97232

831
83-2

83-1: DOE notesthe commentor’ssupport for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF.

83-2: The U.S. Congress funds the Hanford cleanup through the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management (EM), and the FFTF
through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology (NE).

The nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1
would also be funded by NE, which has no funding connection to Hanford
cleanup activities. As stated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the
nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not divert or reprogram

budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the
aternative(s) selected.
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Commentor No. 84: R. Swain Response to Commentor No. 84

From: RSwain203@aol.com%internet
[SMTP:RSWAIN203@AOL.COM]

Sent:  Thursday, August 24, 2000 1:37:27 AM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: Please re_start FFTF for medical isotopes!

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Please re_start FFTF for medical isotopes!

Isotopes are an answer to cancer over 1500 people
die each day from cancer and the FFTF can supply a
large quantity of high quality isotopes for treatment of
cancer, heart disease and arthritis. It also will serve our 841 |sar
nation's need for Pu_238 for space batteries, for "hardening"
computer chips, and research for new non_proliferative
fuels and transmuting our nation's plutonium wastes.

DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 85: The Moses Family

Response to Commentor No. 85

From: Arati Moses[SMTP:ARATI7T@YAHOO.COM]
Sent:  Thursday, August 24, 2000 1:20:10 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: Against Nuclear Power Production

Auto forwarded by a Rule

To all Concerning:

To date there have been 347 nuclear accidents (recorded).
WHAT MAKES PEOPLE BELIEVE THERE WILL NEVER
BE POTENTIAL FOR ACCIDENTS FROM THIS DATE
FOWARD?

The consequences of nuclear accidents are far too devastating
to invest our country in. Our national health and committment

to its citizens must direct our monies into safer forms of energy.

The Moses Family,
Medical Doctors, Chemical Engineer, Bioligist,
Environmental Engineer

85-1

85-1: A detailed discussion of accidents and the eval uation of accidentsthat
could occur under implementation of the alternatives described in Section
2.5isprovided in Appendix | of Volume 2. Asdiscussed in Chapter 4 of
Volume 1, implementation of the alternatives would pose a small risk to
persons residing within 80 kilometers (50 miles) of candidate facilities,
and essentially zero risk outside of that area.

Although outside the scope of this PEIS, the commentor’sinterest in
aternate energy sourcesisnoted. The missions described in Section 1.2
of Volume 1 can only be accomplished with reactors and/or accelerators.
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Commentor No. 86: Randy Brich

Response to Commentor No. 86

From: Quail[SMTP:MR.RB@WORLDNET.ATT.NET]
Sent:  Wednesday, August 23, 2000 1:30:27 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: FFTF EIS

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Gentlemen:

| support the restart of FFTF at Hanford as a viable means
to produce cancer_fighting isotopes and other missions.
Failure to restart FFTF will indicate a lack of objectivity

by the USDOE. The USDOE Low Dose Research Program
http://lowdose.org/index.html is beginning to quantify

the effects of chronic low doses on cancer incidence.
Since the concern about low levels of ionizing radiation
stems from applying the Linear no_threshold Theory (LNT)
to extremely low doses, any information regarding the lack
of validity of the LNT needs to be presented in the EIS.

Sincerely,

Randy Brich
1469 Rimrock Ave
Richland, WA 99352

86-1

86-2

86-1:
86-2:

DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

Ongoing research into the heal th effects of low level doses of ionizing
radiation has the potential to impact the way in which low dose health
effectsare modeled. Asindicated in Appendix H, the linear no threshold
model uses dose to cancer conversion factorsthat are derived from
studies of individualswho received relatively largeindividual dosesor
were members of groups who received large population doses. One of
the goals of current research is to improve health impacts model s based
upon health impacts to groups who have been exposed to lower level
doses. However, thisresearch is not yet conclusive with regard to
thresholds for health impacts (if thresholds exist). The linear no threshold
model is conservative and remains the currently accepted approach to
modeling low level radiation healthimpacts.
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Commentor No. 87: Dale Bartholomew

Response to Commentor No. 87

From: Dale Bartholomew[SMTP:DALEBARTHOLOMEW
@WORLDNET.ATT.NET]

Sent:  Wednesday, August 23, 2000 7:51:20 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: Radioactive Isotope Productio

Auto forwarded by a Rule

| was very fortunate to have I_125 radioactive seeds implanted

into my prostate last year. This is one of the isotopes that is

and will become in ever increasing short supply. To save the 87-1
lives of future cancer patients, we need to re_start FFTF.

On balance, saving lives takes priority over all

objections to the restart.

Thank you for the opportunity to contribute my opinion.
Dale Bartholomew

1330 Broadview Drive
W. Richland, WA 99353

87-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 88: JamesR. Beaver, Mayor,

City of Kennewick

Response to Commentor No. 88

August 18, 2000

Colette E. Brown, Document Manager

Office of Space and Defense Power

Systems (NE-5())

(Ofice of Nuclear Encrgy, Science and Technology
US Department of Energy

19901 Genmantown Road

Germantown MDY 20874

Attention: NI PEIS
Regarding: Draff Progr ic Frviro [ Impact St for Accompiishing Fxpanded Civilian Nuclear

Energy Research and Development and Isotope Production Missions in the United States, Including the Role of the
Fast Flux Test Faciliey

Dear Ms. Brown,

The City of Kennewick formaily supports Alternative No. | in this document (restart FFTF). Pleasc rcforence
attached City of Kennewick Resolution No. 99-13

The FFTF has a history of successfully testing nuclear fiuels, matgrials, components, operating protocols, and
reactor safoty designs. It has a proven capability t¢ function as a nuclear science and irTadiation services user
facility, and hag suecessfully supported larpe and varied test programs for industry, nuclear energy, medical 1sotope
applications and research, space puclear power and fusion research programs

A restart of the FFTF provides an economically viable method to use mixed oxide fuels supplics before using low
enriched uranium. At the proposed operating power lever of 100 megawatts, the rcactor life would be cxtended and
the generation of spent fuel wonld be reduced. Restart of the FFTF makes sensc for the Tri-City Arca, for the Statc
of Washington, for the Department of Energy, and the United States,

Restart of the FFTF will provide the quickest methed of assuring the availability of isotopes for medical, industrial
and rescarch applications while at the same time meeling the material necds of other federal agencies and
undertaking rescarch and development activities for the development of nuclear power for civilian usc

Once again the Citv of Kennmewick fully supports Alternative No. | contained in the Draft Programmatic
Environmental [mpact Statement for Accomplishing Lxpanded Civilian Nuclear Energy Rescarch and
Development and Isotope Production Missions in the United States, Inctuding the Role of the Fast Flux Test
Facility (restart of the FFTF).

Sincerely,

James R. Beaver
Mayoer

RO et OB EETR

88-1

88-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 88: JamesR. Beaver, Mayor,
City of Kennewick (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 88

CITY OF KENNEWICK
RESOLUTION NO. 99 - 13

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF KENNEWICK IN SUPPORT OF PREPARING AN
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR RESTARTING THE FAST FLUX TEST
FACILITY A1 HANFORD

WIEREAS, medical isotopes are increasingly being used in research and in providing new, cost-
elfective, cutting-edge lechnologies for the diagnosis and treatment of discase, including cancer, heart
disease, and arthritis; and

WHEREAS, the United States is importing more than ninety percent of the reactor-produced medical
isotopes currently used to save a significant number of the lives of oar citizens; and

WIIEREAS, market projections for utilization of medical isotapes for diagnosis and treatment show our
country will need new production sources to assure a domgcstic supply to mect the increasing demand;
and

WHEREAS, the Hanford Fast Flux Test Facility (FFTF) has unigue capabilities for providing large
quantities and a wide variety of high quality medical isotopes; and

WHEREAS, the FFTF was designed, constructed, and safely operated as a stale of the art reactor with
world class isotope production capabilities and is the newest, most sophisticated reactor in the U.S.
Department of Encrgy complex and as such is an irreplaceable national asset; and

WHEREAS, the FFIF is presently being maintained in a stand-by mode; and

WHEREAS, the public deserves an opportunity t0 be involved in the decision making process to
consider whether the FFTF should be restarted or permanently shut down; and

WIIEREAS, preparing an Environmental Impact Statement (E1S) will formatly involve the public in any
decision aboul FFTF s future,

NOW, THERCFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of Kennewick that it iz in
support of preparing an Environmental Impact Statement for restarting the Fast Flux Test Facility at
Hanford and herchy encourages U.S. Department of Energy Secretary William Richardsen to order an
EIS for restarting the FFTF.

ADOPTED by the Tity Council of the City of Keanewick at its regular meeting on the 16T day of
March, 1999,

L

JAMES R BEAVER. Mayor
Allest:
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Commentor No. 89: Ana Sherwood

Response to Commentor No. 89

Draft PEIS Comment Form

We ned EFTE Pleace AesTint L1
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There are several ways to provide comments on the Nuclear Infrastructure
PEIS. These include:

# attending public meetings and giving your comments directly to DOE officials

# returning this cosnment form to the registration desk at the meeting or to the address below
# calling toli-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-362-4593

& faxing your comments toll-free io: 1-877-562-4592

» commenting via e-mail: Nuclear Infrastructyre-PEIS@hg.doe.gov
Name {optional): N6 NEY L0
Organization: ﬂ “RL

Home/Organization Address (circle one}:

City: R /’IJQM f[

Telephone {optional):
E-mazil {optional):
COMMENTS MUST BE FOSTMARKELD BY September 11, 2000

For mewe infomotion conrocr Calelte E. prown, NE-50

us. Depamvmmmgy 19801 Ganmantown = Germantown, MD:nun
iol-frea Teiephone: 1-87. .55245“ Toll-rea Fax, 1-877-562-459

E-modt mcbmhtmmmPEB@mdoegﬂv

QIarequ Zip Code: 9955 2

THUH

89-1

89-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 90: Dave Hess

Response to Commentor No. 90

Draft PCIS Comment Form
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There ate several ways fo provide commenits on the Nuclear infrastructure
DEIS. These include:

.tending public meetings and giving your comments directly to DOE officials
returning this comment form to the registration desk at the mesting or to the address below
: calling toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4593
» faxing your comments toll-free to: 1-877-562-4552
"~ » commenting via e-mail: Nuclear.Infrastruciure-PE1S @hg.doe.gov

Dage Hezs

Name (optional):

OIin\mticn:
5 \yrganizalioni\ddr&ss {circle one):
4 22 Davisonr

City: Qﬂééﬂ(‘/

Telephome (optional):

Py el
Suted? _ Zip Cote: (AR

E-mail (optional):
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 11, 2000

For more infarmation contact: Colefte E. Bown, KE-50
U5, Department of Energy = 19501 Gennantown kood + Germantown, MD 20874
Toll-rae elaphone: 1-877-52:4593 + Toll-ree Fax: 1-477- saz-us»;z

E-mat: Nuclsarhastuclure-FES@ha.dos.

TR0

90-1

90-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 91: Joy Fiore

Response to Commentor No. 91

Draft PEIS Comment Form

v F L ire Newdact

K75 [ PrsAe ety M&W

There are several ways to provide comments on the Nuclear Infrastructine
PEIS. These include:

# attending public meetings and giving your comments directly to DOE officials

o returning this comment form to the registration desk at the meeting or to the address below

» calling totl-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4593

# faxing your comments toll-free to: 1-877-562-4592 i

* commenting via e-mail; Nuclear. structure-PEIS @hg.doe.gov

Name (cpticnal): j(j E= ] e

Orpanization:

rganization Address {circle one): W 3 j &#’44' reilvd

City DA ¥ M LEY sute AL 7ip 0o ES L7 5
Telephone {optional): 7 £ 2 723 fo il

E-mail (optional): ‘MM"? et

COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 11, 2000

For mors nformation contact: Colefc E. Bown, N

U.5. Departmen) of Energy = oo B - Bommeioun B 250 B
ol creersoepm T e 4a3 ~ Joll o Fe. 17756245972

E-mal: Nuclsarinfiasiucue-PES@hG.doe.gov &

7/12/00

91-1

91-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 92: Fred K. Mangan

Response to Commentor No. 92

Draft PEIS Comment Form
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There are several ways to provide comments on the Nuclear Infrastructure
PEIS. These include:

« attending public meetings and giving your comments directly to DOE officials

 returning this cormment form to the registration desk 2t the meeting or to the address below

a calling toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4593

w faxing your comments toll-free to: 1-877-562-4592

& commenting via &-mail: Nuclear Infrastucrure-PEIS @hg.dee.gov

Name {optional): Tt W Monage

Organization:

anization Address (il oney (35 Dyelagy 3 W <

City: Qrchla, & suteWh zipcoaeQ4DTL

Telephone (optional):

E-mail (optional):
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 11, 2000

For more infomalion contact: Colstle E. Brown, NE-SO

V.5, Deportmant of Energy » 19901 Ganmaniown kead « Gemmaniown, MD 20874
Toll-trea 1-877-562-4553 = Toll-rea Fax: 1-877-562-4592

E-mail: Nucl PEISENG.doe.gov

11200

92-1

92-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 93: K. M. Probasco

Response to Commentor No. 93

Draft PCIS Comment Form

e recep FETF D/m.m récknpd
[ap [4 fop ’/ﬂp,oig Spane _peibec  yrsEAD
OL/ZD:://E/U’UM:/VG fsdﬁwx Lvpese ol i

Lo Aot Thesn) Auwpy  q o landfe SEQuere
Aoad s Lo Ll o sumde Rdiral
R

Db __amF Lo umycepiise SO plash

L S Ch g S A kS

There are several ways to provide comments on the Nuclear infrastructure
PEIS. These include:

L] artendmg public meetings and giviag your comments directly to DOE officials

« emrming this comment form to the registration desk at the mesting or to the address below

« calling tol-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4593

» faxing your comments toll-free to: 1-877-562-4562

» commenting via e-mail: Nuclear.Infrastructure-PEIS @hq.doe. gov

£ M FROBACD

Name (optional):

Orzani on:
@:’Organizatim Address (circle one):

City: 2D
Telephone (optional):
E-mail (optional): _,K/_VI;,MMM@_)&ZL‘ 50/

COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 11, 2000

For mona inlomation conlast: Cotette E. Brown, NE-S0

129 Dspcnmen!ol Energy « 19901 Gemnaniewn d ~ Gemmaniown. MD 20874 E
)-477.562-4593 + Tollee P 1.877-542-0592

E-mait: Nucisarnfrosruchue-FES@he dos gov

Gl FPPNALE DPIE

Stale{_(/ft Zip Code:m._

72100

93-1

93-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 94: Anonymous

Response to Commentor No. 94

Draft PEIS Comment Form

fedards s v

There are several ways 10 provide comments on the Nucfear Infrastruciure
PEIS. These include:

« attending public meetings and giving your comments directly to DOE officials

 returning this comment form to the registration desk at the meeting or to the address below

» calling toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4593

# faxing your comments toll-free 1o: 1-877-562-4592

® commenting via ¢-mail; NuclearInfrastucture-PEIS@hq.doe.gov

Narme (optional):

Orgenization:

Home/Organization Address (circle one):

City: State: Zip Code:

Telephone {optional):

E-mail (optional):
COMMENTS MUST 8E POSTMARKED BY September 11, 2000

For mare Information contact: Coledte E. Brown, NE-50

11.5. Department of Energy + 19901 Germontown. Rood + Gemnantown, MD 20874
Toll-res Tolephone: 1-877.542.4593 - Tol-troe Fax; 187784245842

E-moi: Nucear infrasiuchre-PRSEhq.doe.gov

71200

94-1

94-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 95: T. C. Probasco

Response to Commentor No. 95

Draft PEIS Comment Form
wie wal TOF \‘Jtﬂa\g vest) b

There are several ways to provide comments on the Nuclear Infrastructure
PEIS. These inciude:

 attending public meetings and giving your comments directly to DOE officials

» returming this comment form 1o the registration desk at the meeting or to the address below

« calling toll-free and leaving your comments; 1-877-562-4593

» faxing your comments toll-free to: 1-877-562-4392

» commenting via e-mail: Nuclear.Infrastrucnure-PEIS @hq.doe. gov

Name (opticnal): T C.<vb\viastp

QOrganization:
[#

) znization Address (circle one):
_11C Marghaall
City: \i\v{/\kof\&

Telephone (aptional):

At

Srate WA zip cote: 23225

E-mail (opticnal):
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 11, 2000

are Information contach: Colelta . Brewn, NE-50

+ wr. MD 20674

For m
1.5, Deparment of Energy = 19901 d + Gammantos
Tol-tee Telephone: |-877-562-4503 » Tolkirae Fax: 1.877.562-45¢2
E-moi: Nuclearinfidshuc huire-PES@Ehq.doe.gov

T

I‘ 95-1

95-1:

DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 96: Marsha Bdll

Response to Commentor No. 96

Draft PEIS Comment Form

FETE Sboed be m/wy??}»\i]%

96-1

There are several ways to provide comments on the Nuclear Infrastructure
PEIS. These include:

# attending public meetings and giving your comments directly to DOE officials

* returning this comment form to the registration desk at the meeting or to the address below
« calling toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4593

» faxing your comments toll-free to: 1-877-562-4592

* commenting via e-mail: Nuclear.Infrastructure-FPELS @ hg doe gov

Name (optional): W ﬂ;ﬁfﬁ(’ 4, f / f

Organization:

Organiz.ation Address (cirele ane): J S—Boz {///—0 7 /1/4'?/ ézl/'.

Ciry: 444 Y2/ el Zip Code: & 3 Ele

Telephone (uptlonal) w}

E-mail (opuonal}ﬁMMl/A Z: Corn
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 11, 2000

For more Infarmalion c:m!a:r Colatte E. brown, KE-50

us Deourtn’-emufhugy 19901 Geartntown Roag = Gonmintiewn, MD 20874
tree Talephone: 1-877.5524593 - Tilog oo S-B77 Gt doa
Nuclearmntrasinichire-PES@NI aos. gov

/12100

96-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF. 1t
should be noted that power production is not one of the missions for
which FFTF would be restarted.
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Commentor No. 97: Patrick B. O’ Callaghan

Response to Commentor No. 97

Draft PEIS Comment Form

We [la=d Rasry seipafipse f/?)zsgmdif
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Fedoall Y THE
EFTE oAa  FPERFofii
OFERAT 10448 Co 57 o .

77 /¢

LiFfE  Copiards JUNPRE TRE
PAA  HELL TrePRY

A Wi A S TR ol

THaAI RS
2 ; A 7
fotisiah 5 70 T ilaeyivend

There are several ways to provide comments on the Nuclear infrastructure
PEIS. These include:

« attending pubtic meetings and giving your comments directly to DOE officials

o returning this comment form to the registration desk at the meeting ar to the address below

« calting toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4593

» faxing your comments toll-free to: 1-877-562-4592

& commenting via e-mail: Nuclear Infrastrucnise-PEIS @ hq.doe.gov

Name {optional): ?ATQ{(’-‘% Ba ()’(’}Q’[{}f@//ﬁ/{)

Organization:

@@Organizaﬁon Address (circle one): AN /7 S/ P{’: *Q-/b Qf—wﬁ 7

ci (LAY ERTOL e DR zpcose 77007
Telephone {optionaly_2 03 5 7 G- w7l
Eemail (opticnal); /3 COC 8 Aol CoAl

i
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 11,2000

For more Information canfect: Goketta E. Bown, NE-50 07

LS. Departmen) of Enargy + 19901 - Gamnantown. MD 20874

Tol-free Telephona: 1-B77-562-4593 * Toli-fiee Fox: 1-817-562-4592
E-mall: Nuclearnfrastuchre-PES@EhG doa.

712100

97-1

97-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 99: Bryan Coles

Response to Commentor No. 99

From: Bryan D Coles[SMTP:COLESBD@BOSSIG.COM]
Sent:  Friday, August 25, 2000 4:47:00 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: Comments on Draft PEIS

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Dear Collette E. Brown,

| am writing to provide my opinion on the draft PEIS for Expanded
Nuclear Energy Research and Development and Isotope Production.
It is quite obvious from the information provided that the restart of the
FFTF is the best option for meeting all of the goals laid out in the
statement.

Clearly, the most important reason for this is that the FFTF is already
built, would not require a large investment in time and resources to
restart and has a proven track record in meeting the mission objectives
the Department of Energy is trying to accomplish. It is designed to
meet NRC requirements and has been operated with excellence

since being started up.

Other options such as an accelerator would not meet all of the mission
objectives and would require a lengthy startup process and large budget
expenditures. It would also require large amounts of power at a time
when the electrical production in this country is becoming less able

to meet current demands on a daily basis.

The PEIS speaks to the building of a new reactor as an option. | do not
believe that all of the issues were addressed adequately in the PEIS.
Scaling up a current design such as a TRIGA without an extensive
re_licensing process would not be possible. Public reaction to a new
reactor would most likely be as adverse as restarting FFTF. The cost
for a new reactor would most likely be far in excess of the cost to
restart FFTF. The Department of Energy would most

likely suffer cost overruns and delays if this option were chosen.

99-1

99-2

99-3

99-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF, and
opposition to Alternative 3, Construct New Accelerator(s), Alternative 4,
Construct New Research Reactor, and the No Action Alternative.

99-2: See response to comment 99-1.
99-3: See response to comment 99-1.
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Commentor No. 99: Bryan Coles (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 99

The option for maintaining the status quo is also untenable.
It makes no sense to maintain the FFTF in standby for an
indefinite time as this drains valuable resources from the
Federal budget for no gain. If it is not restarted now, the
odds of restart any time in the future will become even
more improbable.

On a final note, the Department of Energy should look at the
publicity that is being generated during this debate. It should
be obvious there is an intensive propaganda campaign being
conducted by anti_nuclear special interest groups with the full
support of the media, to create hysteria and fear over risks that
negligible. The Department should mount a rebuttal to these
efforts to make sure that the truth is made available to the
public so they may make an informed decision.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this important
decision.

Bryan Coles
1970 S. 38th Ave.
West Richland WA 99353

99-4

99-5

99-4: See response to comment 99-1.

99-5: DOE notesthe commentor’sviewsincluding the need to keep the public
accurately informed. In doing so, DOE has established reading rooms
near DOE sites to provide easy access to information about DOE
programs and encourages the use of this source of information. Further,
DOE hasnumerousweb sites, including onefor NE (http://www.nuclear.
gov), that provide up-to-date-information complete with fact sheets, news
releases, and other materials. Itisalso DOE policy to encourage public
input on matters of regional, national and international importance. In
compliance with NEPA and CEQ regulations, DOE provided opportunity
to the public to comment on the scope of the NI PEIS and the
environmental impact analysis of DOE’s proposed alternatives. DOE
gave equal consideration to all comments. In preparing the Final NI PEIS
DOE carefully considered comments received from the public.
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Commentor No. 100: Lowell A. Jobe
Coalition-21

Response to Commentor No. 100

Comments or DOE NI-PEIS-0310D by Lowell A. Jobe, member
Coalition-21, a volunteer organization of 80 people throughout|
fdaho, headgquariered in lduho Falls, dedicated to Supporting
Tomorrow's Technologies with Facts, not ears, focussing;
. particularly on nuclear issues.

Although any EIS does not require a comparative cost evaluation of |
the alternatives, a complete systems analysis requires that this inform-
ation is one of the key factors that needs to be used by DOE in their
decision making 10 assure maximum cost effectiveness. The public!

: also needs to have this information in order to make common sense
decisions and comments on such documents. DOE should atways,
strive to make this information publically available at the time the RIS

" is made available and before public hearings are held. Since this infor-
mation is not currently available to us, our final comments will await
its availability.}

- Al this fime we wish (o express our support [or the projects and our
backing for the short term implementation of the ATR and FDPE/
CPP65] Facilitics as part of INEEL's designation as the DOE lead

" Laboratory for Nuclear Erergry Research & Development mission.

owell A Jobe!
: 14469 N. 55th E.
Idaho Ialls, ID 83401

100-1

100-2

100-1:  Pursuant to CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1505.1(€)), agenciesare

encouraged to make decision documents such as the cost report available
to the public before adecision ismade. The cost report was made
available to the public on August 24, 2000. The Record of Decision
concerning enhancement of DOE’s nuclear infrastructureis

scheduled for January 2001. Commentsfrom Coalition 21 and DOE's
responses to those comments are given in comment number 1655 bel ow.

100-2:  DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 2, Use Only Existing

Operational Facilities, Option 2, Irradiate at ATR and Process/Store at
FDPF/CPP651.
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Commentor No. 101: Carolyn Gardner

Response to Commentor No. 101

Draft PEES Comment Form

p ¢ U
U@% \,éa/m/ & Gl 7 T, T L Hecee”
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There are several ways to provide comments on the Nuclear infrastructure
PEIS. Theseinclude:

 attending public meetings and giving your comments directly to DOE officials
® returning this comment form to the registration desk at the meeting or te the address below
# calling toil-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4593
L faxmg your comments toll-free 1o: 1-877-5624592
ing via e-mail: Nuclear.Infr e-PEIS @hg.doe.gov

Nm(opnml):%a_&aw\/
Orvaizati

Home/Organization Address (circle one): 742 %W orotit
Cll}r:\yﬂ’p\" ‘1"@2 Qm#’&/ Zip Code: ng'fo s

Telepbone (optional): HOY-52F - d¢Fe_~

E-mail (optional):

—C“%&ML%_E few
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTRIAFIKE gf Septét}lber 18, 2000

rormmmnﬂmomml Colalte E. Brown, NE-50
us D-pafmenl of Erlwgv = Gamanionn, MD 20674
QW ]-871-662-159] Tol-ines Fa: 1- !77-&62-4592

E-mail: Nuclecrinkosiniciure-PEIS@Eh. doe.

7200

101-1

101-1: DOE notesthe commentor’sinterest in opportunitiesrelated to space
missions.
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Commentor No. 102: Ken and Nancy VanDyken

Response to Commentor No. 102

From: Ken (038) Nancy VanDyken
[SMTP:NVANDYKEN@PRODIGY.NET]

Sent:  Friday, August 25, 2000 5:48:23 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: FFTF

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Please re_start FFTF for the production of medical
isotopes. We should not lose this facility _it's
a national treasure! Thank you!

_Ken & Nancy VanDyken

102-1

102-1:  DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 103: Gay Arpan

Response to Commentor No. 103

From: Karen Gay Arpan[SMTP:KGARPAN@MCN.NET]
Sent:  Friday, August 25, 2000 8:17:47 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: FFTF

Auto forwarded by a Rule

| am sending this email to ask you to restart the Fast
Flux Test Facility. | think it is a shame you have this
facility closed when it is in good shape and will be for
years to come. Why are we importing isotopes when
they could be made right here and better than anything
we could import from Russia.

| think we should use all of the resources we have at
home instead of depending on importing everything all
of time.
Sincerely yours,
Gay Arpan
P.O. Box 38
Alzada, Montana 59311

103-1

103-1: DOE notesthe commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 104: Barbara J. French

Response to Commentor No. 104

From: Barbara J. French[SMTP:NTR@OWT.COM]
Sent:  Friday, August 25, 2000 8:34:17 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: FFTF SUPPORT

Auto forwarded by a Rule

| support keeping the FFTF for Medical Isotope
production.

104-1

104-1:  DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 105: Suzanne Zehms Heaston

Response to Commentor No. 105

From: suzanne[SMTP:SHEASTON@OWT.COM]
Sent:  Saturday, August 26, 2000 8:13:47 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: Restart FFTF!!

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Dear Secretary Richardson:

Over 1500 people die of cancer each day. The Fast Flux
Test Facility is our nation's newest, most versatile reactor
capable of producing large quantities of high quality medical
isotopes for treating cancer, arthritis and other diseases.

We already face isotope shortages for research and treatment.
Human clinical trials for breast cancer were cancelled due to

a unavailability of Cu_67. Last year, the Seattle area faced
shortages for the isotope "seed" treatment for prostate cancer.

The FFTF is desperately needed to produce isotopes for the
treatment of bone pain associated with cancer. If you have ever
witnessed a family member or a friend with terminal cancer with
excrutiating bone pain, you know what a God_send pain relief
from medical isotopes are. This type of isotope cannot be
produced in an accelerator__it must be produced in a reactor.

Restarting the FFTF will save lives and enable us to utilize
cutting_edge technologies for the 21st century.

| implore you to make the right decision for the citizens of our
nation. RESTART the FFTF!!! The life you save may be that
of a family member, a friend, or your own.

Suzanne Zehms Heaston
8983 Underwood Lane
Maple Grove, Minnesota 55369

105-1

105-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

AlIjoe4 131 Xn|H 1584 8yl Jo 9]0y 8y Buipnjou| ‘se1els paliun ay) Ul SUOSSIA Uoonpo.d adojos|
pue swdopreg pue yoressay ABJeu JeajonN Uel|IAID papuedxT Buiysi(duoddy o) Juswere)s 10edul| [elusuuodinug onewwe16old [euld



ecr¢

Commentor No. 106: Nell Taylor

Response to Commentor No. 106

From: Neil Taylor[SMTP:NAT@3_ CITIES.COM]
Sent:  Sunday, August 27, 2000 12:31:00 PM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: Restart FFTF

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Please re_start FFTF for the production of medical
isotopes.

| oo

106-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

SasU0dsSY O pue SIUBLIWOD UaNIy—g ldeyD



1744

Commentor No. 107: M. S. Bergez

Response to Commentor No. 107

From: MSBergez[SMTP:MSBERGEZ@MCIWORLD.COM]
Sent:  Sunday, August 27, 2000 5:23:54 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: "Please re_start FFTF for the

Auto forwarded by a Rule

"Please re_start FFTF for the production of medical
isotopes."

I ‘ 107-1

107-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 108: Judith A. Freeman

Response to Commentor No. 108

From: NPcaboose@aol.com%internet

[SMTP:NPCABOOSE@AOL.COM]
Sent:  Sunday, August 27, 2000 5:28:33 PM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: | need medical isotopes. Please help!
Auto forwarded by a Rule

To Whom This May Concern:

I am a two year survivor of ovarian cancer with powerful
odds against me for living beyond five years. The five year
survival rate for ovarian cancer in this country is 14%, but
the six year mortality rate in a study in England was only
10% with the use of "smart bullets" (medical isotopes),
and this country needs our reactors and nuclear stockpiles
to treat cancer patients.

| cannot urge you enough to please make the right
decision. | need medical isotopes as do so many millions
of other cancer patients. Some would call this is the
"American Holocaust" with the death of so many from
cancer who could have been treated with "smart bullets"
but were not. It is a most frustrating situation.

Thank you for your help.
Sincerely,
Judith A. Freeman
4411 N. 37th Street
Tacoma, WA 98407 5615
NPcaboose@aol.com
(253) 752_3724

108-1

108-1: DOE notesthe commentor’ssupport for greater availability of medical
isotopes. For nearly 50 years, DOE’suse of itsuniquetechnologiesand
capabilities to develop isotopes for civilian purposes has enabled the
widespread application of medical isotopes seen today. Under the
proposed action, DOE would enhance its existing nuclear facility
infrastructure to more effectively support production of radioisotopes
for medical applications and research.
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Commentor No. 109: D. F. Spellman

Response to Commentor No. 109

From: handle@owt.com%internet
[SMTP:HANDLE@OWT.COM]

Sent:  Sunday, August 27, 2000 5:49:36 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: FFTF Restart

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Please ensure the re_start of the Fast Flux Test Facility
(FFTF) for the domestic production of medical isotopes.
It would be a tragedy if ignorance and irrational fear
were allowed to triumph over a unique, safe, and proven
scientific/technical facility that offers hope for successful
diagnosis and treatment of countless cancer patients

in the United States and abroad.

D. F. Spellman
1116 S. Highland Place
Kennewick, WA 99337

109-1

109-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 110: Misty Esparza

Response to Commentor No. 110

From: Misty M. Esparza[SMTP:PLAYMISTY4ME
@EARTHLINK.NET]

Sent:  Monday, August 28, 2000 9:28:15 AM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: FFTF

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Please support the re_starting of FFTF. | feel it is very
important in many areas, but especially in the field of
medicine.

Thank You,
Misty Esparza

110-1

110-1:  DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 111: Floyd vy Response to Commentor No. 111

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone
8/26/00

Floyd lvy
Attorney in Kennewick, WA

| favor restarting FFTF for all the proposed applications
including isotopes and Pu_238. Please restart FFTF.

” 111 111-1:  DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
Thank you.
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Commentor No. 112: Elizabeth Roberts

Response to Commentor No. 112

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone
8/26/00

Elizabeth Roberts
360 479 6399

You need to stop holding public meetings and you
need to follow what you need to do. You need to
close down FFTF forever. ltis horribly contaminated.
We do not need it for medical isotopes; that is a
diversion. The Department of Energy and the
government wants it to produce tritium, and the only
reason for that is for nuclear weapons which are illegal
according to international law.

You need to stop wasting the taxpayers money and you

need to use all the money you have right now for cleanup.

| have been to at least three of these hearings in Seattle,
and each time | have stated that you need to close it
down. You need to start following the law and you

need to do it now. Thank you.

12-1
112-2

112-3

112-4

112-1:

112-2:

112-3:

Comment noted. DOE iscommitted to providing the public with
comprehensive environmental reviews of its proposed actionsin
accordance with NEPA, and holding public hearingsis an essential and
required part of the NEPA process.

DOE notesthe commentor’ssupport for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF. DOE also notes the commentor’s concerns regarding
the existing contamination at Hanford and the cleanup mission. Although
beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing Hanford cleanup activitiesare
high priority to DOE. Hanford Site environmental restoration activities
are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e.,
Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy). This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of al parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE isfully committed to honoring this agreement.

DOE notes the commentor’sviews. However, the purpose of the NI PEIS
isto evaluate the environmental impacts of reasonable dternatives

tofulfill the requirements of the proposed actions, whichincludethe
production of medical and industrial radioisotopes, the production of
plutonium-238 for future NASA space exploration missions, and civilian
nuclear research and development. No component of the proposed
action is for the purpose of producing tritium, nor isit for the purpose of
supporting any other defense or weapons-related mission.

DOE has sought independent analysis of trendsin the use of medical
isotopes, and of its continuing role in this sector, consistent with its
mandates under the Atomic Energy Act. Indoing so, it established two
expert bodies, the Expert Panel and the NERAC. In 1998, the Expert
Panel, which convened to forecast future demand for medical isotopes,
estimated that the expected growth rate of medical isotope use during the
next 20 yearswould range from 7 to 14 percent per year for therapeutic
applications, and 7 to 16 percent per year for diagnostic applications.
These findings were later reviewed and endorsed by NERAC,

established in 1999 to provide DOE with expert, objective advice
regarding the futureform of itsisotope research and production activities.
DOE has adopted these growth projections as a planning tool for
evaluating the potentia capability of the existing nuclear facility
infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements. In the period since the
initial estimates were made, the actual growth of medical isotope use has
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Commentor No. 112: Elizabeth Roberts (Cont’ d)

Response to Commentor No. 112

112-4:

tracked at level s consi stent with the Expert Panel findings. Section1.2.1
of Volume 1 was revised to incorporate this information and to clarify
DOE'sroleinfulfilling the U.S. research and commercial isotope
production needs.

See response to comment 112-2. Additionally, Washington State
Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the
U.S. Department of Energy agreed to achange in the Tri-Party
Agreement to placethe milestonesfor FFTF's permanent deactivationin
abeyance until the DOE reaches adecision on FFTF s future. Public
meetingswere held on thisformal milestone change.

The U.S. Congress funds the Hanford cleanup through the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management (EM), and the FFTF
through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology (NE).

The nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1
would also be funded by NE, which has no funding connection to Hanford
cleanup activities. Asstated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the
nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not divert or reprogram

budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the
alternative(s) selected. Therefore, the NI PEI'S missions would not have
an impact on Hanford cleanup activities.
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Commentor No. 113: Brian Watson

Response to Commentor No. 113

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone
8/26/00

Brian Watson
360_479 6399
Bremerton, WA

I would like to offer a comment as to the plans to produce
plutonium and radioactive isotopes at FFTF at Hanford.
Why do | have to keep calling back, this is ridiculous.
You all know that there are so many problems with
radioactive and other toxic wastes at Hanford already
that can't really be dealt with. To even be considering
additional production of radioactive materials and toxic
materials at Hanford is unconscionable. DOE, you guys
really need to look at _ look at yourself, how can you
sleep at night. Really ridiculous. As you can guess,

| really strongly feel that this additional production of
Pu_238 is not only dangerous and it is unnecessary,
and I'd ask you to consider the relative merits of putting
more spacecrafts up into the air up in space versus the
health and safety of our family and children. Frankly, |
would rather have health and safety of our children then
another satellite. So please don't start FFTF, and focus
all of the energy and resources at Hanford on mitigation,
remediation, and cleanup efforts. That's where our
responsibility lie. You guys made a big mess and your
job is to clean up and it will be the children's job to clean
it up. Quite a gift. The least we can do is not make the
gift any worse then it already is for our descendants.
Please do what you outta do. Thank you.

1131

113-2

113-3

1131

113-1:

113-2:

113-3:

DOE notesthe commentor’s concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE. Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).
This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for restoration of all
parts of the Hanford Site. DOE is fully committed to honoring this
agreement.

Steady and consistent progressin restoring the Hanford Siteis

documented in annual reports, available to the public at
www.hanford.gov. The Hanford Site has acomprehensive waste
minimization and pollution prevention program in place as summarized in
Volume 1, Section 3.4.11.8 that would govern any proposed site activities.

DOE notesthe commentor’s opposition to enhancing itsexisting nuclear
facility infrastructure to support production of plutonium-238 for use in
future NASA space exploration missions. Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1 was
revised to clarify the purpose and need for reestablishing a domestic
plutonium-238 production capability to support NASA space exploration
missions.

Potential health and safety impacts associated with normal operations,
facility accidents, and transportation as a result of the proposed
production of plutonium-238 are low and are discussed in detail in
Chapter 4 of Volume 1 and appendixes H, I, and J of Volume 2 inthe

Final NI PEIS. Potential health and safety impacts associated with future
launches of spacecraft are not within the scope of the NI PEIS analysis,
but would be addressed in the specific NEPA documentation prepared by
NASA in support of such missions.

DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 114: Valerie Nichols

Response to Commentor No. 114

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone
8/27/00

Valerie Nichols
206 417 5082

| am calling to comment on the proposed reopening
of the Hanford site and also the proposed use of that
site as a low_level waste facility. | am appalled that
you people are considering reopening Hanford and
using it as a waste dump. | thought this black hole
had been plugged for good but apparently not. So

| am planning to do everything | can to counter this
action, and | plan to tell everyone | know that | am a
US citizen that is voting. | am a US citizen and |
definitely plan to get the word out. So please, as far
as | am concerned don't No, No, No reopen the Hanford
site and use it as a waste disposal site as well.
Thank you.

114-1

114-1:

DOE notesthe commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
DOE was tasked by Congress in the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as
amended, to “ensure the availability of isotopesfor medical, industrid,

and research applications, meeting the nuclear material needs of other
federal agencies, and undertaking research and development of activities
related to devel opment of nuclear power for civilian use.” The purpose

of this PEIS is to determine the environmental and other impactsto
accomplishing this mission from all reasonable existing and new DOE
resources. The FFTF at the Hanford Site was one of several existing DOE
resources that was assessed for this mission.

Section 1.2 of the NI PEIS provides information on the purpose and need
for DOE’s proposed expansion of the nuclear infrastructure to ensure the
availahility of isotopes for medical, industrial, and research applications;
providing plutonium-238 for NASA, and undertaking research and
development activities related to devel opment of nuclear power for
civilian use. Although oneirradiation facility and several support facilities
on the Hanford Site (i.e., Alternative 1, Restart FFTF) were evaluated for
mission effectiveness, the scope of this PEIS does not include using the
Hanford Site as a“waste dump.”

Currently, both government and commercial waste disposal sites operate
within the boundaries of the Hanford Site. These are permitted by
Washington State.
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Commentor No. 115: Donna Olsen

Response to Commentor No. 115

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone
8/27/00

Donna Olsen
503 222 2256

Simple statements Restart FFTF for medical
isotopes, that is via someone who has educated
me on the whole system. That is my simple
statement restart FFTF.

1151

115-1:  DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 116: Kathy Jex

Response to Commentor No. 116

From: Jex, Kathy[SMTP:KIEX@USWEST.COM]
Sent:  Monday, August 28, 2000 10:35:42 AM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: PLEASE RESTART THE FFTF

Auto forwarded by a Rule

|| 116-1

116-1:  DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 117: Hanford Observer

Response to Commentor No. 117

From: Hanford Observer[SMTP:HANFORD_ OBSERVER
@HOTMAIL.COM]

Sent:  Monday, August 28, 2000 3:47:14 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Cc: hanfordwatch@telelists.com%internet

Subject: My Comments on the Nuclear Infrastructure PEIS

Auto forwarded by a Rule

To:  Nuclear.Infrastructure_PEIS@hqg.doe.gov

CC:  hanfordwatch@telelists.com

From: Hanford_Observer

Subject: Comments on the Nuclear Infrastructure PEIS.

Please excuse this form of providing comments on the Nuclear
Infrastructure PEIS _ | dont wish to give my name and address,
since | fear retaliation by the Dept. of Energy (otherwise called
DoH! in the rest of this document). While DoH! talks a lot about
a zero_tolerance policy for reprisals against whistleblowers, their
actions show that in actuality, they have a zero_tolerance
against whistleblowers themselves.

My comments are all general in nature and are as follows:

1) The environmental consequences of accidents are probably
based on out_of_date accident analyses. Since the facility was
last licensed to operate, DoH! has increased the safety
requirements.

2) Because of 1) above, the conclusions based on this out_of date

analyses are suspect.

3) Because of the need to revisit the safety analysis, and modify
the FFTF facility to meet the new tougher requirements, the costs
and schedule for the FFTF restart are probably significantly
underestimated.

1nz-1

17-2

117-1: FFTFcanbesafely operated to support the nuclear infrastructure

missionsdescribed in Section 1.2 of Volume 1. Section 4.3 of Volume 1
provides the results of the evaluation of potential health impacts that
would be expected from implementation of Alternative 1, including normal
operations and a spectrum of accidents that included severe accidents.
The accidents evaluated in the NI PEIS were based upon the latest
facility safety analysis reports, recent analyses performed specifically in
support of the NI PEIS and other pertinentinformation. The FFTF
currently meetsall safety and environmental requirements established by
DOE. These DOE requirements are consi stent with those established by
regulatory agencies such asthe Nuclear Regulatory Commission and the
Environmental Protection Agency. Theenvironmental analysisshowed that
radiological and nonradiological risksassociated with restarting FFTFwould
besmall.

117-2:  DOE notesthe commentor’sopinion. DOE has confidencein the cost

and schedule estimate for FFTF restart.

117-3:  The NI PEIS presents the incremental risk associated with each of the

aternatives. Sections 4.2-4.6 of Volume 1 provide the results of the
evaluation of potential health impacts that would be expected from
implementation of the alternatives, including normal operationsand a
spectrum of accidents that included severe accidents. The accident
review included internal events, external events, natural phenomena,
common-cause events, and sabotage and terrorist activities. In the event
of an earthquake, the FFTF could be safely shutdown, and nonessential
personnel evacuated. The environmental analysis showed that
radiological and nonradiol ogical risks associated with an earthquake
would be small.

117-4:  DOE notes the commentor’s concerns. This NI PEIS has been prepared

in accordance with the provisions of NEPA (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and
the related CEQ and DOE implementation regulations (40 CFR Parts
1500 through 1508 and 10 CFR Part 1021), respectively. The
environmental impacts of reasonable aternativesto fulfill the
requirements of the missionswere disclosed and evaluated inthe NI PEIS.
DOE made every effort to obtain, analyze, and discloseall

required information to make adecision on expanding nuclear
infrastructure. Further, DOE evaluated each environmental resource
areain aconsistent manner across all the aternativesto allow afair
comparison among the various alternatives. The costs of proposed
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Commentor No. 117: Hanford Observer (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 117

4) The FFTF facility sits on the Hanford site. There are several
facilities that exist at the Hanford site that do not meet the
increased safety requirements. In fact, these facilities provide an
unacceptable risk from such common_cause accidents as seismic
events, however these risks will not be reduced to acceptable
level for years to come. If there were a seismic event and FFTF
were operating, the consequences would be increased further,
since a seismic event could reasonably be expected to affect not
only FFTF, but other facilities such as the waste tanks, PFP,
K_basins, and other facilities. How can you justify increasing
environmental consequences of accidents further, when already
they dont meet the current DoH! requirements?

5) DoH! always underestimates the costs and always underestimates
the environmental consequences of their actions. Why should this

PEIS be any different? The PEIS should be done by an independent
organization, such as the EPA, or by the State of Washington, as it lacks
credibility.

6) Restarting FFTF will increase the costs and scope for the Hanford
cleanup mission. As a result funds will have to be used which could
have been used to improve the environment and the cleanup schedule
will probably have to be stretched out. How can we justify making a
site that is already dirty even dirtier? You cant have it both ways _
either the site needs to be cleaned up or it doesnt. If it needs to be
cleaned up, the first step needs to be stop activities which makes

it dirtier.

7) In my view, there is no need to restart FFTF. There are cheaper
ways to accomplish the proposed mission. This is simply a political
payoff by the Klinton_Bore administration for the politically loyal _

it is a very expensive jobs program for the Tri_Cities area. Why not
just pay everybody in the area a small sum of money a year and
forget about restarting this dinosaur?

117-3

117-4

117-5

117-6

1n7-7

117-5:

117-6:
117-7:

actionsare not required by NEPA and CEQ regulationsto beincludedin
aPEIS. DOE prepared a separate Cost Report and Nuclear Infrastructure
Nonproliferation Impact Assessment to provide additional pertinent
information to the Secretary of Energy so that he may make aninformed
decision with respect to the alternatives presented in the NI PEIS.

The U.S. Congress funds the Hanford cleanup through the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management (EM), and the FFTF
through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology (NE).

The nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1
would a so be funded by NE, which has no funding connection to Hanford
cleanup activities. Asstated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the
nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not divert or reprogram

budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the
alternative(s) selected. Therefore, the missions delineated in the NI PEIS
would not have an impact on Hanford cleanup activities.

FFTF and the proposed support facilities at Hanford currently exist and
will eventually be deactivated. The use of these facilitiesfor this mission
will not expand the scope of the Hanford cleanup. Anincreasein
restoration costs should only result from postponing FFTF deactivation
until after the Facility’s contribution tothe NI PEISmissioniscompl eted.

DOE notesthe commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

DOE notes the commentor’s concern. The purpose of the proposed
actioninthe PEISisnot jobs, but to help meet the Nation’sneedsin
isotope production and nuclear research.
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Commentor No. 118: Thomas Schaffer
Hanford Atomic Metal Trades Council

Response to Commentor No. 118

DFFICE OF

August 23, 2000

Colette €. Brown, NE-50
U.5. Department of Energy
18801 Gemmantown Road
Gemmantown, MD 20874

Dear Ms. Brown:

FFTF already has a proven track record for safe and environmentally friendly operation,
but the true benefits of this facility are yet to be realized. If you suppont restarting this
reactor, it can produce high quality medical isolopes to treat numerous cancer patients,
including some of our members, and possible other patients with other diseases.
American production of isotopes will allow continued advancements in medical
research, and provide jobs for American labor. This would keep American dollars in
America, improving our economic as well as the well being of American families. As the
new millennium progresses, alternatives to the use of petroleum fuels must also be
identified. The research performed at the FFTF reactor will help scientists and
engineers develop safe and economical sources of energy.

Therefore, on the behalf of the Hanford Atomic Metal Trades Council, we would like to
express our support on the draft PEIS. We agree there is a need and that the
Department of Energy should take immediate action in this area. In is alsc our opinion,
that FFTF is a unique resource to imptement a new path forward, This path forward
would allow this country to advance technologically, medically, and econcmically in a
totally safe manner.

1305 KNIGHT STREET RICHLAND, WASHINGTON 929352
P.O. BOX 898 PHONE (509) 946-0326

1181

118-1: DOE notesthe Council’ssupport for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 118: Thomas Schaffer (Cont’d)
Hanford Atomic Metal Trades Council

Response to Commentor No. 118

The PEIS identified a number of alternatives 1o supply needed isotapes, and research
opportunities that the Department of Energy is responsible for providing. We commend
conducting an environmental review. We believe you will find FFTF is uniguely situated
to address these needs and be cost effective. Our future is in cur children, and we must
leave them a legacy of sustainable health and sustainable energy. We have already
built an outstanding facility capable of meeting these needs, and now it is time to recoup
our investment by starting and operating this reactor. We must move forward. We look
forward to your decision to restart FFTF

Sincerely,

HANFORD ATOMIC METAL TRADES COUNCIL

Y/ 20

Thomas Schaffer
President
HAM.T.C.

118-1
(Cont’d)
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Commentor No. 119: ClarenceA. Strand

Response to Commentor No. 119

File: ffifeis01
262 Ada St
Richland, WA 9352-3916
August 21, 2000

Ms. Colette Brown

DOE Office of Space & Defense Power Systems, NE-30
19901 Germantown Road

Germantown, MD 20874-1294)

EFTF ELS i Il i i

I attended the last information meeting on the subject here in Richland, but will be out of
town and unable 10 attend the August 29 meeting. ! recommend that the start up of the
FFTF be expedited for the rescarch and development of isotopes needed for medical, heat
source and industrial purposcs. Several isotopes nzeded are in short supply. Often we
depend upon foreign and sometimes unreliable sources. The availability and quality of
medical sotopes from forergn sources can be atfected by the political climats in the
supplying covmry and can cause delays in procurement of the necded materials

Lsotope production is admittedly expensive, but the use of medical isotopes would be
beneficial to mankind. Isotopes have been used for the diagnosis, trcatment, and
extending life of patients with cancer and heart diseases well as other diseases. The
FFIF could be a valuable research tool for breakthroughs in cancer treatment. This
facility already exists and it would be a crime not to utilize it. cspecially for research,
development and production of medical isotopes.

[ recommend that the FFTE be made ready for research and the production of medical
isotopes as seon as pessible

Singerely

Ui e (0 St

Clarence A. Strand

1191

119-1:  DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 120: Marcus Beck and Family

Response to Commentor No. 120

Draft PEIS Comment Form

U/ //JE?'/.[ FFTF —/Q/pﬁgp Bestrt S

T % pefefivescdle 7o &5 fhei Fhis
i> Pues o .@'ﬂf gortdendion . e wntl
ote  aur consileue 1€ this ssiae. i8 unl
resalved  Spam ged i g glebinite prdnaey,

There are several ways to provide ts on the N Infrastructure

PEIS. These include:
+ attending public meetings znd giving your comments directly to DOE officials
= returning this comment form to the registration desk a¢ the meeting or to the address below
= calling toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-362-4593
® faxing your comments toll-free to: 1-877-562-4592
* commenting via e-mail: Nuclear. Infrastructure- PEIS@hq -doe.gov /
réj,m, ]

Name (optional): MW BC&L
Omanimtion:ML_Mm_D%i ﬁTL
30 prs Ag 5

@f{]rganizaﬁon Address (circle one}:

ciyiLor el (s State: 2L, ZipCode X 2 3362
Telephone (optional):

E-rnail {optional): @Lf_m (@ LES s ?(nfa'{{,

COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 11, 2000

mara infomation confacl: Colale £. Brown, NE-50
s Geportmant of Encrgy - o, Somarionm B - Bammaian, Wp 15834
Teiaphane; 1-877.562-459 « Tolros Fox I 57?5624591

mall: Nuclaainfasinuchre-FES@ha.coe.

TA200

120-1

120-1:  DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 121: Milton H. Campbell

Response to Commentor No. 121

Draft PEIS Comment Form

\SAC‘?J- &#a C‘[e‘r/ o iy A1 7—[;‘

There are several ways lo provide comments on the Nuclear Infrastructure
PEIS. These include:

 attending public meetings and giving your comments directly to DOE officials

& returning this comment form to the registration desk at the meeting ot to the address below

» czlling toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4593

® faxing your comments toll-free to: 1-877-362-4592

# commenting via e-mail: Nuclear. Infrastructure-PEIS@hq.doe.gov

Name (optional): //'; /9 2 y /,-_:n. ;’n e 919
Orgamzanon /i < [ = /
(‘ Q;gamzaunnAddmss (circle one}: o ol MG 177&(- ! [: /4/(’

=l
city: Ncd/ane” Seate: 407 Zip Coder ZtS 22

Telepk (optional):

E-mail (optional):
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 11, 2000

intormation conlack Colalte E. Bmvm NE-50
U3 Department 01 Entgy = IWCI'I Gemmantown Road + Gemmaniown, 20874 f3
Toll-kae Telephone: l 677.562:4593 - Tollirea Fox; 1-877- 552&!592
mail: Nuclear mircsinic ure-PER®ha. doa.gov
T8
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Commentor No. 121: Milton H. Campbell (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 121

Comments on the Draft PEIS
on
Isotope Production Missions DOE/EIS-0310D

Thank you for sending me the full text of the PEIS so that ! could review it
before making comment. | will avoid the public comment meetings for they
are dominated by activists who care little for my supportive opinion and
make it very uncomfortable for conscienticus people to express
themselves.

| was most dismayed the day after | received the full PEIS to read in the
paper that Heart of America spokesman felt that cost-wise the accelerator
option was less costly than operating FFTF. | read the report carefully and
found no cost comparison charts on which to base such an opinion. The
PEIS by definition does not make such comparisons and such comments
should be ignored. An additional comment that the PEIS authors were
biased toward the FFTF should also be ignored. After all when you want a
brain surgeon, you don't go to the garbage collector for an opinion!

On the whole, | found that the treatment of the altematives was acceptable.
| feel that the FFTF provides the most immediate and viable avenue 1o
producing medical isotopes and 238Plutonium. The target prep and target
processing operation is common to all alternatives presents a commeoen
waste source and risk potential to the public and to the workers.

Negative comments on waste production should be anticipated. That every
activity has a waste release cannot be denied, even in our breathing we
exhale carbon dioxide. Recognition of the waste stream, and good
engineering practices to minimize and contain it are the solution, not where
it will be treated or ultimately go.

As far as the PEIS goes, | am concemed with one major omission. The
accelerators would require a major power source, but | do not find an
impact assessment for this requirement. Considering the limited state of our
electrical generation industry throughout the nation, | believe that this
requirement should be inctuded in the constraints for this option.

In summary, | believe the FFTF should be selected to fulfill the needs cited
in this PEIS.

Milton H. Campbell . ./ g
Richland, WA 99382 %/é/ % - %/

D17 ferafi-
Jocelbond 1A TTSSR

121-1

121-2
121-3

121-4

121-5

121-3

121-1: DOE notesthe commentor’sviews. DOE iscommitted to providing the
public with comprehensive environmental reviews of its proposed actions
in accordance with NEPA, and to providing ample opportunity for public
comment on those actions. The costs of proposed actions are not
required by NEPA and CEQ regulationsto beincluded inaPEIS. DOE
prepared a separate Cost Report to provide additional pertinent
information to the Secretary of Energy so that he may make an informed
decision with respect to the alternatives presented in the NI PEIS. DOE
mailed this document to about 730 interested parties on August 24, 2000.
The report was made available immediately upon release on the NE web
site (http://www.nuclear.gov) and in the public reading rooms. DOE has
also provided a summary of the Cost Report in Appendix P in the Final
NI PEIS.

121-2:  DOE notes the commentor’s opinion.
121-3:  DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

121-4:  Thewaste generated from target processing and fabrication, regardless
of which alternative is considered, are very common and in most cases
the volumes are the same.

The NI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts due to the treatment,
storage, and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed actions for
all alternatives and alternative options. Waste minimization programs at
each of the proposed sites are also addressed. These programs will be
implemented for the alternative selected in the Record of Decision. The
waste generated from any of the proposed alternatives in the NI PEIS
will be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in a safe and
environmentally protective manner and in compliance with all applicable
Federal and state laws and regulations and applicable DOE orders.

121-5:  Theimpact assessment of the electrical demands of Alternative 3 on the
local electrical gird isasite specific assessment and will be evaluated
during subsequent NEPA review if the Record of Decision selects
Alternative 3. The annual cost of utilities for operation of the high-energy
and low-energy accelerators are presented on pages A-3 and A-4 of the
Cost Report. The Cost Report summary isprovided in Appendix P
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Commentor No. 122: Lillie McDanid

Response to Commentor No. 122

Draft PEIS Comment Form

FI @@/&&7 4/2/@"?“

\‘Fﬂl//ﬂz).r)

o0 o s eres. /}/ Vel wdAitrae R T 2_};

1=

There are several ways to provide comments on the Nuclear Infrastructure
PEIS. These include:

# attending public meetings and giving your comments directly to DOE officials

# rewurning this comment form to the registration desk at the meeting or to the address below

» calling toll-free and leaving your comments; 1-877-562-4593

 faxing your comments toll-free to: 1-877-562-4592

® commenting via e-mail: Nuclear.Infrastructure-PEIS @hg.doe.gov
Narme (optional): ot v

Organization:

Home/Organization Address (circle one):

cny(ﬁ%ﬂ/ G%L%

Telephone {optional):

St/ 7Zip Cote Z o /1 22

E-mail (optional):
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY Seplember 11, 2000

lnfnrmuﬂnn Donkl:f' Colaifa E. Brown, NE-50
.5, Department of Enargy * 19?01 Gaman = Gamnontown, MD 20874
Toll-res Telonhons: 13 877562 4593 Toﬂ free Faoc 1-877-562-4562
E-mail Nudearintrasiuchure-PES@hg. doe.gov
120

122-1

122-1:  DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 123: Tom and Susan Crawford

Response to Commentor No. 123

Draft PEIS Comment Form

We need EFTE —

le restart <d 1

ts on the Ni Infrastructure

There are several ways to provide co
PEIS. These include:

» attending public meetings and givirg your comments dirsctly to DOE officials

o returning this comment form Lo the registration desk at the meeting or to the address below
w calling toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4593

 faxing your comments toll-free to: 1-877-562-4552

@ commenting via e-maii: Nuclear. Infrastructure-PEiS @hg.doe.gov

Name (optional) L + Segem el .:.\..J-,C;ri

Organization:

@B?Organizatiun Address {circle one}:

City: Richlonf

Telephone {opticnal):

Sm[e:&& Zip Code:ML

E-mail (optional):
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 11, 2000

For more Informetion conlact: Colefie E. Srown, HE-50

U.5. Department ol Enengy « 19907 Germoniown i = GeTnaniown, MO 20474
Tol-tea Telephone: 1-BT7-562-4593 » Toll-hee Fax 1-877-562-4592

Eannd; Nugkearinhasiruc ure-POSEH.doe.gov

THZIM

|| 2=

123-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 124: Vicki Buck

Response to Commentor No. 124

Draft PEIS Comment Form

The. ooe,r*cd"lok at Tre FETE

_Dlawk < Vil 4 0er @ommant Ty

T praduces g varien ot

Lsotopes Trat s Ir\e\o%u\

Ao The, Moveo vican, De,om\e,

Gur fawraonita Nas a@cenvlc&i

Thy oot Aand Cwe., hope.

v an et onste. o

Ty Anllac do bodd ainedd

Bhe.

Henws restmt TFIT Sbr the.

r*jmd of_Tre  eviiee Cotuetrg ¢

There are several ways to provide comments on the Nuclear infrastructure
PEIS, These include:

+ attending public meetings and giving your comments direetly to DOE officials

# refurning this comment form to the registration desk at the meeting or to the address below

& calling toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4593

* faxing your comments toll-free to: 1-877-562-4392

« commenting via e-mail: Nuclear Infrastructure-PEIS @hg.doe.gov

Name (optional): ‘-C«kl

Organization:

@ganizmcm Address {circle one): tq 3 S Pl ne
City: /R ORAY L Mﬁl Smezwﬁﬁp Code:g_q_?) So

Telept {opticnal):
E-mail {eptional):
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 11, 2000

informiion contack: Colefta £ frowm NE.S0
1.5. Depertment of Enrgy 0T G o P - St D
olHres Telephons: 1-677-582 4593 1 Tores P 14704 Serdars
eatinastruchira-FES@ha.dos.gav
12/

124-1

124-1: DOE notesthe commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF and
opposition to Alternative 4, Construct New Research Reactor.
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Commentor No. 125: NoNa Land

Response to Commentor No. 125

Draft PEIS Comment Form
e e /- d)f Zaa Aoy P Fatn oy I|
s <

1is on the N infrastructure

There are several ways to provide
PEIS. These include:

® attending public meetings and giving your comments directly to DOE officials

® returning this comment form to the registration desk at the meeting or to the address below
« calling toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4593

» faxing your comments toll-free to: 1-877-562-4592

» commenting via e-mail: NuclearInfrastructure-PEIS @hg.doe.gov

e A p Ac

Name (optional):

Organization:

Cﬁn;;f ganization Address (circle one): /‘fé i P Lo A

iy 2% x’/)’/idﬁ/ Suate Zip Code: FE YLD
G5 TEL - Qi &

Telephone (opticnal):

E-mail (optional):
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 11, 2000

For move Information conlack: Colefis E, Bawn, KE-50
U5 Depadment of Enetgy » 19501 Gemnantown Roge! = Gamnaniown, MD 20874
Toll-frea Telephone: 1-877-562-4503 + Tofl-rew Fa¥; 1-077-842-4502

E-mal: Nucleatinfasiuchars-FESEH. doa.gov

TEZH0R

125-1

125-1:  DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 126: JamesW. Daughtry

Response to Commentor No. 126

Drafé PEIS Comment Form
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There are severaf ways to provide comments oh the Nucl'ear infrastracture
PEIS. These inciude:
# attending public meetings and giving your comments directly to DOE officials
® returning this comment form to the registration desk at the meeting or to the address below
» calling toll-free and leaving your comments: 1-877-562-4393
» faxing your comments toll-free to: 1-877-562-4592
& commenting via e-mail: Nuciear.Infrastructure-PEIS &hg.doe. gov

Name (optional): __ T gmis W Pavegxrey

O izatton: e

¢ éon Address (circle ons):
bt Sf  SHANKON LANE

CryWEsT _[Ricdetan Sutew A ZipCode: T35 %

Telephone (optional): (‘?_0 9 TE7- 23/

E-mail (optionaf):
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY Sepiember 11, 2000

Fof mgre Infommneation :ﬂ'm:lcl' Colette E. Brown, NE-50
Gemnoniown,

U3, Depament of Energy + 19901 Gemarioun fou MO 20874
e Wiaphone; | 8775624503 4 Toll rag Fax: 18775624592
b NuclGarIrastrUCiure-PEISETG, dos. qov

TAZH

126-1

126-1:  DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 127: R. Maddox

Response to Commentor No. 127

Draft PEIS Comment Form

Deng Lones oo Gewrieren:

WE e F?r? PLERer pESTRET 1T, Toe \.,aarm,u..q LKID
ng' Fol S ot {aST _geT OF THEE Loty oS AluoAy S @Eea

ToF STReDARD BY it Sooial, MEDIcal. B TR NS BANE T

beyve Boew spor g TR Unoape  Srames. Pisconmineona  oreesTeod

b [ wioaans roT owly P A S S0 o THE My AND

whmoew  phao DEVELOASD, iy Whegnlaaty s T S TE BT upiaen SEND
Epy EEouz Silnig MEZSHEE  To TS gomt of TOE WOROD Ay Logie
Cleno (W) Pecanse e
VpvE To Fovwme Mo baas, Prao oo T e o EET_ 1w Uoa B
N

oot CounTey Fot WEmmDEWOLME. . .

PlEnos @aoy THE pEcGss gnl 8 yiSioy Fa T Eougs, Mepean
BESERRon , Sppce  EXPLoaTion, FTS. walbe Sl 155 5, LY
AEEETSD By ThE fupawite gf PRT P T, oz OME Dwe ot by
T2 STy B (pl pEECy of LB SOVIgAy  TIREITAGSHTE | TiaaT
pur o BE pudcnascy pr o FoddlenN | Gagaed  Shle, BecauSe
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There are several ways to provide comments on the Nuclear Infrastructure
PEIS. These include:

» attending public meetings and giving your comments directly 1o DOE offictals

 returning this comment form to tha registration desk at the meeting or to the address below

» calling toll-free and lerving your comments: 1-877-562-4593

# faxing your comments toll-free to: 1-877-562-4592

* commenting via e-mail: Nuclear Infrastracture-PE1S @hg.doe.gov

Name (optional) iy MANOX

Otganization:

Home/Crganization Address (eirele one)

City:_ =i
Telephone {opticnal).

State: (3 Zip Code:

E-mail {optional)
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 11, 2000

mmownmdbncunln:v Colette E. Brown, HE-S0

U5, Pepartmant of Enargy + 19901 Gementoyn Road - Gemmaniown, MD 20874
Toll-reo Talepnons: I-I77 56’2 65‘95 ~ Tollree Fax; 1-877-562-469%

et iInfrarinuchure-FES@hg. doe. gov

12{00

127-1

127-1:  DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 128: Paul Moyer

Response to Commentor No. 128

Draft PEIS Comment Form E/M /s
Ms. BRIGIN,
e('_Q;.d‘ V-e.feau. 010 +he Mﬂ—*’lom(: RGSW&L (’ounculS‘
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There are several ways\fa provide comiments on t ﬁe AE:%’}Mar n astrucr fre
PEIS. These inclide:

® attending public meetings and giving your comments directly to DOE efficials

» refurning this comment form to the registration desk at the meeting or to the address below
» calling toll-free and leaving vour comments; 1-877-562-4393

# faxing your commenis toll-iree tor 1-877-362-4392

# commenting via e-mail; Nuclear Infrastructure-FEIS @ hq.doe.gov

Narme (oprional’ LA AMbuze  pa-c, Ry, Mol
Organization: (MM\—PM éj £ I"H MN} perisd,
@Organizalion Address {circle on::):@(,o- :50% ‘f 3%
41 ne. Acaommny S
City: White Sl ’
Telephone (nptioml)/ 50?) 4?3 — {0 2?
E-mail {optional): — €S8 m‘d@ 30‘(&1- [}
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 11, 2000

For more Information Cunk:cr Colelte E. Brown, NE-50
1.5 Depamant of Energy + 19901 Gemanicwn Rood + Garmanlawn, MD 20872
Tofi-free Telephone: 1-877-562-4593 = Id\ frése: Fone: 1-877-562-4592

E-mal: Nuckearinhasiuc hre-PEISEh dog amv 3

State: A Zip Code: T2

T

128-1

128-1: DOE notesthe commentor’s concern for the adegquacy of ongoing
cleanup activities, although issues of waste cleanup activities are beyond
the scope of thisNI PEIS. Asdiscussed in Chapter 4 of Volume 1 (e.g.,
Sections4.3.1.1.13,4.3.2.1.13, 4.3.3.1.13), waste will be generated by all

of the proposed alternatives, including theNo Action Alternative. The

NI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts dueto the treatment, storage,

and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed actionsfor al
alternatives and alternative options. Waste minimization programs at
each of the proposed sites are also addressed. These programs will be
implemented for the alternative selected in the Record of Decision. DOE
activities associated with this program would not impact the schedule or
availablefunding for existing cleanup activities at candidate sitesfor
implementation of the nuclear infrastructure alternatives.

As DOE is mandated to do cleanup, it is also mandated to provide for
certain needs under the Atomic Energy Act. Consistent with its
mandates under the Atomic Energy Act , DOE is proposing this
enhancement for the purposes of addressing three primary needs: 1) to
support the increased domestic production of isotopes for medical,
research, and industrial uses, asinitialy identified by a panel of expertsin
themedical field and reaffirmed by the Nuclear Energy Research
Advisory Committee; 2) to support future NASA space exploration
missions by re-establishing a domestic capability to produce
plutonium-238 afuel source that is required for deep space missions and
for which the U.S. has no long-term, assured supply; and 3) to support
civilian nuclear energy research and development in order to maintain the
clean, safe, and reliable use of nuclear power as aviable component of the
United States' energy portfolio.
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Commentor No. 129: Sandra Lewis

Response to Commentor No. 129

FETF
C Frnas) ppnaedern/The

Mo s Ay S Ahe fHGpEZ
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129-1

129-1:  DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 130: Wayne H. Payzant

Response to Commentor No. 130

Aug 23, 2000
Ms. Colette E. Brown
U.S. Depattment of Energy
Office of Space and Defense Power Systems, NE-50
Germantown Road. Germantown, Maryland 20874-1290

Dear Ms, Brown:
Suhjert: Comments an Draft Nuclear [nfrastructure PEES (DOFE/ELS-03 10D, July 2000}

The alternatives histed m the referenced decument are:
No Action

Restart FETF at Hanford, Washington, to meet all isctope production and research requirements.
Use only existing operationa! facilities;

Construct one or two new eccelerators,

Congtruct 8 new research reactor, of

Permanently deactivate FFTF {with no new missions).

e

Of thege alternatives [ steongly support Number 1, restart FFTF. The reasons are:

A We need the medical isotopes the FFTF can deliver.  No other alternative can deliver the quantity
and diversity of isotopes as economically as the FFTF. Ne patient should be denied life
inglenhancing for lack of adeq medical isotopes. A large diversity of medical
isotopes are needed to develop new and improved methodologies te tread diseases
B The FETF can produce adequate quantities of power gencrating isotapes 1o support NASA space
misgions.
< The FFTF has the fexibility to support cther nuclear research and developtnent that kely will be

needed in the future.

D. The FFTT is a Crown Jewel in the DOE reactor inventary; being the newest with an exceltent
operation histery.

E. Skilled nuclear workers are available in the communities near the FFTF reactor. This wilf
minimize the time and eost to recruit and train additional personnel Lo restart usd operate the FETF

F The local communities near the FFTF reactor strongly support restarting the FFTF.

In suminary, restart of the FFTF appears to the best economic and practical alternative to meet all the needs
demtified The final decision should be made on “Sennd Science and Long Term Econamics™ not the
lies and fear tactics employed by the enti-muclear movement.

Sincerely,
Wayne H. Payzant

Yerpne Y- forppon 7

1717 8. Lyle Swreet
Kenmewick, WA 99337

130-1

130-1: DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

SasU0dsSY O pue SIUBLIWOD UaNIy—g ldeyD



414

Commentor No. 131: Faustina Pakkianathan

Response to Commentor No. 131

Draft PEIS Comment Form
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131-2

|| 131-1

There are several ways to provide comments on the Nuclear Infrastructure
PEIS. These include;

@ attending public meetings and giving your comments directly to DOE officials

® returning this comment form 10 the registration desk at the meeting or to the address below
« calling toll-frez and Jeaving your comments: 1-877-362-4393

® faxing your comments toll-free to: I-877-562-4392

® commenting via e-majl: Nuclear.Infrastructure-PEIS @hq.doe.gov

Name (optional): _Asbegs A2k neiode

Organization:

Home/Organization Address {circle one): 82 \:me\)edu\, L0y

City:_Rrosegent State: B Zip Coger #3355

Telept (opticnal):

E-mail {cptional):
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 11, 2000

For mare infommation conluct: Cajclio E. Brawn. HE 50

U.5. Department of Energy » 19901 Gernanlown Rodd = Gamantown, MD 20874
Tolfrae Talephona: 1-877-562-4593 + Toll-ree Fax: 1-827-562-4592
E-mail; Nuclegrintrashuchue-PEIS®ha.doe.gov

TG

131-1: DOE notesthe commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

131-2: DOE notesthe views expressed in thiscomment. DOE remains
committed to fulfilling its roles in technology development, energy
security and environmental stewardship, while meeting the Nation’sneeds
inthe areas of medical and industrial isotopes, and nuclear research.
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Commentor No. 132: J. Hyatt

Response to Commentor No. 132

;ﬂ/j—&cm Negturt FFTF ,fn 7’]}40@“& /

WHY DO WE NEED THE FFTF FOR MEDI?%OTOPES"’ W
June, 2000

Medical Isotopes Are improving Cancer Treatment

New treatments for cancer using medical isotopes are showing great promise in human clinical triais. A
new medical isctope treatment for non-Hedgkin's fymphoma is having remarkable results — impressive
remissian rates and few side effects. Medical isotope “seeds” for prostate cancer, now FDA approved,
are equally as effective as surgery for localized cancer yet much cheaper and kinder. The list of possible
treatments using medicat isotopes is growing — teukemia, breast cancar, ovarian cancer, myeioma,
neuroendocrine cancers to name a few.

Wil there be a shortage of medical isotopes for treatment?

The threat of a medical isotope shortage for treating patients is real. The quantity of isotopes required
for research (treating only a few patients) is much smalter than the quantity that will be required when the
treatment becomes FDA appraved. In the next several years, demand for certain medical isotopes may
skyrocket as a result of their exceilent performance in clinicai triais. Will we be ready or will we have to
turn patients down while we scramble for a good scurce of a large quantity of medical isotopes?

The Fast Flux Test Facility has the capacity to produce 2-3 limes more medical isctopes than ail
other reactors in the nafion combined. We need it to be ready fo supply large guantities of
medical isotopes fo cancer centers around the nation.

Is there a shortage of medical isotopes for research?

There are many different kinds of isotopes, and each isotope has different qualities that make it idea for
one use, but less ideal for another. Currently cancer researchers are not able to select from every
possible isctope because only certain ones are avaiable. This means that the course of cancer research
is influenced by market conditions, and not solely by what makes the most sense scientifically and
medically.

How da you quantify fost potential? Some have been quoted as saying there is no medical isotope
shortage. Al the isctopes that could be developed for cancer freatment are clearly not availabie. If
they're nat available, they won't be developed. If they're not developed, we have not dene all we can to
fight cancer.

Have isotope shortages interrupted the progress of innovative cancer
therapies?

Yes. Following are 3 specific examptes.

Copper-67.  Copper-67 is a bets isotope that has shown excelient promise for treating cancer with
radioimmunctherapy (RIT). In RIT, isotopes are paired with an antibody that is engineered to seek out
certain cells in the bady. The isotopes ride along as the antibody flows through the blood. When it
reaches the cancer, the isotope zaps the cancer cells. !n 1997, Or. Sally DeMardo & Dr. Geraid
DeNarde of U-C Davis were forced to abort a promising clinical tial using Cu-67 on non-Hodgkin's
lymphorna because they coufd not obtain encugh of this isotope.

” 132-1

132-1:  DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 132: J. Hyatt (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 132

The FFTF reactor could produce encugh Copper-87 for wortity cancer resparch such as this.

Alpha emitters. Alpha emitting isotopes (alphas) have great potential for treating bloocd cancers
{leukemia, lymphoma, multiple myeioma) and micrometastatic deposits of cancer (any type of cancer
that has spread throughaut the body in small clusters of cells). Because alpha emitters can kil & cancer
cell in as few as 1 or 2 hits, they might be developed inte very effective treatments for metastatic cancer.
Alphas paired with pre-engineered antibodies become a “seek and desiroy” missile far cancer cells.

Research and dlinical trials with alpha emitters is bottlenecked by serous supply problems. Dr. Darreli
Fisher of Pacific Mosthwest National Laboratory describes the alpha smitter supply as “tight or virtualiy
non-existent.” Dr. David Scheinberg of Memaorial Sioan Kettering Cancer Center in New York began
huran clinical trisls against leukemia with the alpha isotope Bismuth-213 attached to 8 monoclonai
antibedy, Unfortunately, limited isotope suppl  and current high costs have slowed expansion of alpha
emitters into other tiais,

Wikl the polential of alphe emilting isolopes be fapped to benefit patients? The FFTF reactor
could produce large guantities of the needed alpha emitting isofopes.

High Specific Activity lodine-131.

ladine-131 is an isotope that has been wtlized more than any other in developing new cancer freatments.
When isotope treatment for thyroid cancer was developed 30 years ago, lodine-131 was used because #
naturaily seught out thyroid ¥ssue. # is now the standard of care for thyraid cancer treatment.  lodine-
131 cumrently shows great promise in advanced clinical trials against b-cell non-hodgkin's lymphoma,
with FDA approval expected scon. Many cther beneficial diagnostic and trestment uses have been
developed and are continuing to grow.

High specific activily lodine-131 is completely unavailable in the United States. The high specific activity
isctope is much purer and therefore more effective than the low specific activity product that is now so
widely used. When used in radicimmunctharapy, low specific activity lodine-121 actually wastes about
90% of the available antibodies. Patients treated with these isotope mixes receive only 10% or so of the
right isotope at the cancer site. A high specific activity product would cut the waste down to only 30 or
40%, potentially making a great differanca in the effectiveness of the treatment.

The only reactor in the Western Hemisphere capable of producing large quantities of sevarsl
high specific activity isctopes is the FETF. The PNNL. medical isofope pragram receives calls
from researchers waiting for such isotopes as high specific activity lodine-131.

Is Research and Development Hampered by Isotope Supply Problems?

Research utilizing medical isotopes s stuck in a “chicken & the egg” situation. Research isotopes can be
made availabie when their promise in medical trealments is demonstrated. Researchers cannot
demonstrate their promise without a reliable supply. Dr. Darrell Fisher befieves “the growth in market
demand for medical isotopes will be forever directly linked to isotopa availabllity, and the market wili
increase with our incraasing ability ta produce high guality isctopes for special-purpose applications.”

Many innovative cancer treatments are devedoped by pharmaceutical companies. Developing a new
drug requires a heavy up-front research and development investment. Ne company would ever put
heavy financial investment into a potential treatment when the drug development could be aborted by
shoriages.

What are we waiting for? [f 'we expect more effective, less debilitating cancer treatmenis for the future,
we need to invest in isotope availability now. We need the FFTF for medical isotopes.
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Commentor No. 133. Chris Hofgren

Response to Commentor No. 133

Hanford Watch e
2285 SE Cypress T
Portland, Oregon 97214 i

i

Ms. Colette Brown

U.S. Department of Energy

Office of Space and Defense Power Systetns
NE-50

12901 Germantown Road

Germantown, Maryland 20874-1290
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Public comment on Nuclear Infrastructure Draft Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement (NI PEIS)

Dear Ms B rown;
t am opposed to restart of the Fast Flux Test Facility reactor because:

(D SIPHONS FUNDS AWAY £ RoM oVERALL
HANFORD CLEANUP

£) REATOR YESSEL HAS sEVERE STRUCURA
PROELENG ~ShUTDOWN FFTF |

D OXKIDE I E
@ M D,JXD FLEScREPTESRMER

Name Cwrig HO‘C?Y‘U‘/‘

Address _ 7?'«15”’ sE )lec"-”‘;}#—léﬁ |
Cityistélé Por(’lau\al ';5 AR ::‘:z.ibi 972148

1331

133-2

133-3

133-4

133-1: DOE notesthe commentor’soppositionto Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

133-2: DOE notesthe commentor’s concernsregarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE. Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).
This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for restoration of all
parts of the Hanford Site. DOE is fully committed to honoring this
agreement.

The U.S. Congress funds the Hanford cleanup through the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management (EM), and the FFTF
through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology (NE).

The nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1
would also be funded by NE, which has no funding connection to Hanford
cleanup activities. As stated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the
nuclear infrastructure aternatives would not divert or reprogram

budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the
aternative(s) selected. Therefore, the missions delineated inthe NI PEIS
would not have an impact on Hanford cleanup activities.

133-3:  The NI PEIS hasincorporated all relevant information from facility safety
analysisreportsregarding the condition of the FFTF. Theentirefacility,
including the reactor vessel, isconsidered to bein excellent condition and
can be safely operated to support the nuclear infrastructure missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.

133-4: Assdtatedin Section 4.3.4.1.13 of the NI PEIS, “...the waste generation
would not be affected by the type of fuel used (i.e., mixed oxide or highly
enriched uranium)...”
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Commentor No. 138: Noella Wyatt
Career Development Services

Response to Commentor No. 138

From: Noella Wyatt{SMTP:NOELLA.WYATT@CWU.EDU]
Sent:  Monday, August 28, 2000 5:23:28 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Cc: Dick@tpgs.com%internet

Subject: FFTF Restart

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Ladies and Gentlemen,

| have limited knowledge about this program. The knowledge
that | do have leads me to write this short missive. Fifteen and
one_hald years ago, | lost my mother to cancer. The disease,
itself, was horrible, but the torture of undergoing chemo and
radiation therapy was devastating. As she slowly wasted away,
she lost her ability to even care for herself. Do you have any idea
how humiliating it is to have your daughter wipe and clean you
after going to the bathroom? Do you have any idea how sad it

is to have to do that for your parent?

As a result of her chemo and radiation, she lost more than weight.
She lost clear speech and thought. No longer was she the quick
joker of the family, the one who digs out the catcher's mitt for
Thanksgiving Dinner when we were throwing rolls acrossed the
table. No longer was she the one with the trigger memory who
could tell you all about uncle or aunt so_and_so and who their
kids were and their kids' names. No longer was she the daredevil
who put on her ice skates and skated down the city street in the
winter or borrowed one of the neighbor kids' skateboards to run
down the sidewalk. No longer did she have any appetite for her
favorite foods _ food was disgusting to her. By the time she felt
decent again following chemo, it was time for another dose. Long
before my mother died of cancer, she started dying from the
treatments intended to put that cancer into remission. My mother's
last two+ years of life were years of pain, misery, and torture.

138-1

138-1: DOE notesthe commentor’s support for greater availability of medical

isotopes. For nearly 50 years, DOE’suse of its uniquetechnologiesand
capabilities to develop isotopes for civilian purposes has enabled the
widespread application of medical isotopes seen today. Consistent with
the mandates under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE seeksto maintain

and enhance its infrastructure to support production of radioisotopes for
medical applicationsand research.
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Commentor No. 138: Noella Wyatt (Cont’ d)
Career Development Services

Response to Commentor No. 138

Would you like some imagery? How about seeing a woman
who once had the most beautiful head of rich, lusturous red
hair have one small (quarter_size) patch of stiff gray hair on
her head? How about a woman who's cancer had advanced
to the point that almost all of her teeth had fallen out? How
about a woman who died at the weight of 73 pounds? Are any
of the images coming into focus? How about a woman
desperately trying to stay alive to just be able to see her first
born grandchild (she died 4 months too early)? Can you
imagine a woman with hands that resembled claws because
there was no flesh left on them? Can you see my mother who
was so emaciated and in so much pain that she couldn't stand
to sleep in bed because rolling over was agony? Have you seen
someone you love pulled up into a fetal position because their
body is racked with pain?

If you can imagine any of this.....if you have experienced any of
this....how can you NOT move Heaven and earth (even HELL) to
make Medical Isotopes available to anyone who needs it? How
can you deny the opportunity fora CURE? Not a remimssion.

To hell with remission. I'm asking for a cure. And that cure is
there _itis available _ but not if it isn't made available. It makes
me ill to think that people are still going through the barbaric
practice of chemo therapy and radiation when medical isotopes
could be used. WHY is this still being done? Why aren't the
isotopes available? FAT_ASSED BEAUROCRATS AND
PHYSICIANS!!! Who would sponsor the research? Where would
the doctors get their money? If the cure came too quickly, how
could they afford their Corvette or Bayliner? How could they send
their kids to the best schools?

138-1
(Cont’d)
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Commentor No. 138: Noella Wyatt (Cont’ d)
Career Development Services

Response to Commentor No. 138

This may be unlady_like, but BULLSHIT! My mother suffered
horribly. 1 do NOT want to watch someone else | love go through
this living hell on earth. | thank you for your time in reading this.
To remember the pain and agony our entire family went through
brings back the old hurts and the tears. Please, help to make
medical isotopes available for everyone so that no other person
has to sit and watch their mother, father, sister, brother, husband,
wife, son or daughter or friend go through this hell.

Noella Wyatt

Career Development Services
Barge 202

CWU _ MS/7499

963_2404

The Value of a smile
It costs nothing but creates much.
It enriches those who receive, without impoverishing those who give.
It happens in a flash and the memory of it sometimes lasts forever.
None are so rich that they can get along without it, and none

are so poor, but richer for a smile.

138-1
(Cont’d)
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Commentor No. 139: Clark and Louise McKee

Response to Commentor No. 139

From: ClarkMcKee@aol.com%internet
[SMTP:CLARKMCKEE@AOL.COM]

Sent:  Monday, August 28, 2000 8:10:40 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: FFTF

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Please re_start the FFTF for medical isotope production.
Very truly yours,

Clark & Louise McKee

|| 1391

139-1:  DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

SasU0dsSY O pue SIUBLIWOD UaNIy—g ldeyD



09T-¢

Commentor No. 140: Kathryn L. Orren

Response to Commentor No. 140

From: Bhorren@aol.com%internet
[SMTP:BHORREN@AOL.COM]

Sent:  Monday, August 28, 2000 9:17:04 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: (no subject)

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Please re_start FFTF for Medical Isotopes.

Thank you, Kathryn L. Orren

I ‘ 140-1

140-1:  DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 141: Ann Minks

Response to Commentor No. 141

From:  Ann Minks[SMTP:AMINKS@QUALDATA.COM]
Sent:  Monday, August 28, 2000 9:39:52 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: objection to restarting Hanford nuclear reactor
Auto forwarded by a Rule

Dear Collette Brown/Secretary Richardson and committee members,

Please accept the following as public comments on the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement on the Nuclear Infrastructure EIS.

As a citizen of the Pacific Northwest, | am deeply concerned about
the United States Department of Energy's proposal to restart Hanford's
Fast Flux Test Facility Nuclear Reactor. | wish to have my values
incorporated into the formal administrative record and taken into
consideration when adopting the final record of decision. | also want
you to respond to my concerns before you make your record of decision.

Considering Hanford's overwhelming problems, including the crisis
with tank waste treatment, as well as the damage caused by and
radiation released from the Hanford wildfire, restarting FFTF is
absolutely unacceptable. We must deal with the waste already at
Hanford and focus on the clean_up mission. FFTF maintenance has
already gobbled up $100 million in clean_up money and distracted from
desperately needed clean_up. Tank wastes are already seeping towards
the Columbia River. More wastes must not be added to those tanks.
Clean_up must be the only priority. We must save the Columbia River.

Also, | object to the fact that you are asking citizens to comment on
an incomplete study. You have not told us how you will deal with
non_proliferation issues or additional waste from FFTF. Should FFTF
be restarted, that decision will be illegal under Federal law and will be
overturned! Do the right thing, shut down FFTF now and save the
future of the Columbia River!

Sincerely,
Ann Minks

141-1

141-2
141-3

141-2

141-1
141-4
141-1
141-5

141-1: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns. This NI PEIS has been prepared
in accordance with the provisions of NEPA (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and
the related CEQ and DOE implementation regulations (40 CFR Parts
1500 through 1508 and 10 CFR Part 1021), respectively. DOE prepared a
separate Nuclear Infrastructure Nonproliferation Impact Assessment to
provide additional pertinent information to the Secretary of Energy so
that he may make an informed decision with respect to the alternatives
presented in the NI PEIS. Pursuant to CEQ regulations (40 CFR
1505.1(e)), agencies are encouraged to make ancillary decision documents
availableto the public before adecisionismade. DOE mailed this
document to approximately 730 interested parties on September 8, 2000.
The report was made available immediately upon release on the NE web
site (http://www.nuclear.gov) and in the public reading rooms. DOE has
also provided a summary of the Nuclear Infrastructure Nonproliferation
Impact Assessment in Appendix Q in the Final NI PEIS. DOE gave equal
consideration to all comments. In preparing the Final NI PEIS, DOE
carefully considered comments received from the public.

141-2: DOE notesthe commentor’s concernsregarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE. Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).
This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for restoration of all
partsof theHanford Site. DOE isfully committed to honoring this

agreament.

DOE-RL, EPA, and Ecology agreed to achangein this agreement to
placethe milestonesfor FFTF s permanent deactivation in abeyance until
the DOE reaches adecision on FFTF sfuture. Public meetings were
held on thisformal milestone change.

The U.S. Congress fundsthe Hanford cleanup through the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management (EM), and the FFTF
through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology (NE).

The nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1
would also be funded by NE, which has no funding connection to Hanford
cleanup activities. As stated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the
nuclear infrastructure aternatives would not divert or reprogram

budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the
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Commentor No. 141: Ann Minks (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 141

141-3:

141-4:

141-5:

alternative(s) selected. Therefore, the NI PEIS missionswould not have
animpact on Hanford cleanup activities.

No waste would be added to Hanford’s underground waste tanksif FFTF
were restarted for this mission.

No radioactive materialswere“released” inthe Hanford Wildfires of

2000. Wildfiresdid resuspend some materials already in the environment.

The resuspended materialswere low, slightly above natural background
levels. The low levelsrequired severa days of analysisto quantify.

DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and support for Alternative 5, Permanently Deactivate FFTF.

Management of wastes that would be generated under implementation of
Alternative 1, Restart FFTF, isdiscussed in Section 4.3 of Volume 1 (e.g.,
see Section 4.3.1.1.13). Section 4.3.1.1.13 wasrevised to clarify that,
the Hanford waste management infrastructure is analyzed in this PEIS
for the management of waste resulting from FFTF restart and operation.
This analysis is consistent with policy and DOE Order 435.1, that DOE
radioactive waste shall be treated, stored, and in the case of low-level
waste, disposed of at the site where the waste is generated, if practical;
or at another DOE facility. However, if DOE determines that use of the
Hanford waste management infrastructure or other DOE sites is not
practical or cost effective, DOE may issue an exemption under DOE
Order 435.1 for the use of non-DOE facilities (i.e., commercial facilities)
to store, treat, and dispose of such waste generated from the restart and
operation of FFTF. Inaddition, Section4.3.3.1.13and 4.4.3.1.13aso
address the potential impacts associated with the waste generated from
the target fabrication and processing in FMEF and how this waste would
be managed at the site.

See response to comment 141-3. FFTF is approximately 4.5 miles from
the Columbia River. There are no dischargesto theriver from FFTF and
no radioactive or hazardous dischargesto groundwater. Asindicatedin
analyses presented in Chapter 4 of Volume 1 (e.g., Sections 4.3.1.1.4, 4.3
3.1.4,4.43.1.4,4.5.3.2.4, and 4.6.3.2.4), there would be no discernible
impacts to groundwater or surface water quality at Hanford from
operation of Hanford facilities that would support the nuclear
infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.
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Commentor No. 142: Brandon Juhl

Response to Commentor No. 142

From: Brandon Juhl[SMTP:BRANDONJUHL@HOTMAIL.COM]
Sent:  Monday, August 28, 2000 8:49:32 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: don't re_start the Hanford tritium FFTF reactor!

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Dear Department of Energy:

What are you thinking? You already don't know what to do with
the nuclear waste you HAVE, WHY on EARTH would you want to
make MORE?

In the wake of a fire and a plutonium release, the firing of a
contractor at Hanford for incompetence, delays, and other such
madness and nonsense, you now have the gall to try to

restart the FFTF reactor?

Plutonium 238__a speck of which, inhaled, will KILL YOU, is so
deadly and dangerous | can't imagine why anyone would want to
make it. Oh, so you want to use it to create medical isotopes

to "cure cancer."

Maybe there wouldn't be so many cases of cancer if you would stop
producing nuclear radioactive waste! Also, medical isotopes are
widely available on the commercial market, at far

cheaper costs than what the FFTF would ever produce.

Your justification for profitability (in restarting the reactor) assumed a
steady 16% increase annually in the demand for medical isotopes,
which means every person in the U.S. will need to have need for
cancer treatment by the year 2030.

142-1

142-2

142-3

142-4

142-1:  DOE notes the commentor’s concern about waste generation. The
NI PEIS addressed the environmental impacts dueto the treatment, storage,
and disposal of the waste generated by the proposed actionsfor al
aternatives and alternative options. Waste minimization programs at
each of the proposed sites are also addressed. These programs will be
implemented for the alternative selected in the Record of Decision. The
waste generated from any of the proposed alternatives in the NI PEIS
will be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in a safe and
environmentally protective manner and in compliance with all applicable
Federal and state laws and regulations and appropriate DOE orders.

142-2:  DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
Direct effects of the referenced fire on the land and biota are addressed
in this NI PEIS consistent with the scope of the affected environment
descriptions for the Hanford Site provided in Section 3.4 of Volume 1.
The secondary effects of the Hanford Wildfires of June 27-July 2, 2000
are beyond the scope of this NI PEIS. No radioactive materials were
“released” inthe Hanford Wildfiresof 2000. Wildfiresdid resuspend
some materials aready in the environment. The resuspended materials
were low, slightly above natural background levels. The low levels
required several days of analysisto quantify.

FFTF can be safely operated to support the nuclear infrastructure
missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1. The analyses presented in
this NI PEIS reflect the proposed changes to the reactor core (including
fuel and irradiation targets) to perform the DOE missions. In the event
that FFTF restart is selected in the Record of Decision, anew Safety
Analysis Report, including a Probabilistic Risk Assessment (PRA), will
be prepared and it will address any changesin plant configuration,
operating conditions and procedures. The revised safety analyseswill be
subjected to a thorough independent review process. DOE’s Record of
Decision for the NI PEIS will be based on anumber of factorsincluding
environmental impacts, public input, costs, nonproliferation impacts,
schedules, technical assurance, and other policy and programmatic
objectives.

142-3:  The commentor’s concerns over the production of plutonium-238 are
noted. Asdiscussed in Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1, plutonium-238
produced under Alternatives 1 through 4 (described in Section 2.5) would
be used to support NASA's deep space missions. NASA uses
plutonium-238 sources when these sources enable their missions or
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Commentor No. 142: Brandon Juhl (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 142

The restart also undermines efforts (along with the Star Wars
national missile defense program) to halt nuclear proliferation,
and violates disarmament treaties!

In the last few months you've lied about how much plutonium
was released into the air (during the June 27th fire) so why on
Earth should we believe your assurances about the re_start of
the FFTF that it is 'safe'?

Face it, DOE, your proposal to re_start the FFTF reactor at
Hanford should be DOA. Kill it now, before it kills us all.

Sincerely,
Brandon Juhl

4638 90th Ave SE
Mercer Island, WA 98040

142-5

142-6

142-2

142-4:

enhance mission capabilities. Prior to launch, NASA provides evaluations
of the environmental impacts associated with their deep space missionsin
compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act.

Sections 4.2-4.6 of Volume 1 provide the results of the evaluation of
potential health impacts that would be expected to result from
implementation of the alternatives, including normal operationsand a
spectrum of accidents that included severe accidents. The environmental
analysis showed that radiol ogical and nonradiological risks associated with
each alternativewould besmall.

Therestart of FFTF would generate some additional wastes. 1tisDOE's
policy that all wastes be managed (i.e., treated, stored and disposed) in a
safe and environmentally protective manner and in compliance with all
applicable Federa and state laws, regulations, and applicable DOE orders.

DOE notes that private commercia vendors could produce a select set of
isotopesthat are economically attractive. Itisnot DOE'sintent to enter
into competition with the commercial sector in the production of isotopes.
Rather, it isthe intent of DOE to complement commercial sector
capabilities to ensure that areliable supply of isotopesis available in the
United States to meet future demand, and to encourage the commercial
sector to privatize the production of isotopes that have established
applications to alevel that would support commercial ventures.

DOE has sought independent analysis of trendsin the use of medical
isotopes, and of its continuing role in this sector, consistent with its
mandates under the Atomic Energy Act. Indoing so, it established two
expert bodies, the Expert Panel and the NERAC. In 1998, the Expert
Panel, which convened to forecast future demand for medical isotopes,
estimated that the expected growth rate of medical isotope use during the
next 20 years would range from 7 to 14 percent per year for therapeutic
applications, and 7 to 16 percent per year for diagnostic applications.
These findings were later reviewed and endorsed by NERAC,

established in 1999 to provide DOE with expert, objective advice
regarding the future form of itsisotope research and production activities.
DOE has adopted these growth projections as a planning tool for
evaluating the potential capability of the existing nuclear facility
infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements. In the period since
theinitial estimates were made, the actual growth of medical isotope has
tracked at levels consistent with the Expert Panel findings. Section 1.2.1

AlIjoe4 131 Xn|H 1584 8yl Jo 9]0y 8y Buipnjou| ‘se1els paliun ay) Ul SUOSSIA Uoonpo.d adojos|
pue swdopreg pue yoressay ABJeu JeajonN Uel|IAID papuedxT Buiysi(duoddy o) Juswere)s 10edul| [elusuuodinug onewwe16old [euld



991¢

Commentor No. 142: Brandon Juhl (Cont’d) Response to Commentor No. 142

of Volume 1 was revised to incorporate this information and to clarify
DOE'sroleinfulfilling the U.S. research and commercial isotope
production needs.

142-5:  The proposed action in the NI PEIS is consistent with and supports
nuclear nonproliferation policy. Clearly, the evaluated alternatives do not
violate any existing disarmament treaty. An assessment of the potential
nonproliferation impacts of proposed isotope production and nuclear
research missions, published in September 2000, confirms there are
currently no U.S. nonproliferation policies, laws, regulations, or
international agreements that preclude the use of any of the evaluated
facilitiesin the manner described inthe PEIS, including the potential
restart of the FFTF. This nonproliferation impact assessment was
managed and approved by the DOE Office of Arms Control and
Nonproliferation.

142-6;  Seecomment 142-2.
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Commentor No. 143: Alana LaRock Response to Commentor No. 143:

From: larock[SMTP:LAROCK@IN_TCH.COM]
Sent:  Tuesday, August 29, 2000 9:33:48 AM
To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: FFTF

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Please restart the FFTF. This is so important to all of us. I‘ 1431 143-1:  DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
Thank you. Alana LaRock
Real Estate Diva for the Butte and Canyon Ferry Areas

<http://www.alanalarock.com>
Member NAR, MAR, Butte Board of Realtors & MLS
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Commentor No. 144: Cal Greer

Response to Commentor No. 144

From: jcgreer[SMTP:JGREER12@EMAIL.MSN.COM]
Sent:  Monday, August 28, 2000 10:33:58 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: FFTF

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Please re_start FFTF for the production of medical
isotopes.

Thank you
Cal Greer

I‘ 144-1

144-1:  DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 148: Karsten Hagen

Response to Commentor No. 148

From: Karsten Hagen[SMTP:KARSTEN
@SUMMITPROJECTS.COM]
Sent:  Tuesday, August 29, 2000 11:50:20 AM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR
Subject: No New Reactor
Auto forwarded by a Rule

To Whom it May Concern,

The crumbling infrastructure at Hanford is no place to
house a nuclear reactor of any sort. True, you spend
millions of taxpayer dollars annually to maintain a
mothballed facility, but at what potential cost to the
Columbia Basin?

Please cease and desist any attempt at starting an
antiquated and potentially deadly nuclear reactor on
the third largest river drainage system in North
America. Millions of people depend on it.

Karsten Hagen
Hood River

148-1

148-2

148-1: Thecommentor’sopposition to therestart of FFTFisnoted. FFTFwas
constructed and initiated operations in the early 1980s making it the
DOE'snewest reactor. Itisinexcellent condition and evaluationshave
been performed to show that it has sufficient life remaining to fully
support the 35 year mission. Likewise, the proposed support facilities
are either recently constructed or renovated facilities or would be

upgraded for these missions.

FFTF is approximately 4.5 miles from the Columbia River. There are no
dischargesto theriver from FFTF and no radioactive or hazardous
dischargesto groundwater. Section 3.4.4 of Volume 1 of the NI PEIS
describes the current condition of water resources potentially affected by
the Hanford Site, with specific discussions of surface water and
groundwater resourcesin the Hanford 400 Area, where FFTF islocated,
provided in Sections 3.4.4.1.2 and 3.4.4.2.2, respectively. This
information indicates that the only impact that 400 Area operations have
had on water resources to date is contamination of the unconfined aguifer
system with nitrate from sanitary sewage disposal. The source of this
contamination has since been removed resulting in nitrate levels
diminishing over time. The effects of maintaining FFTF in its current
standby mode for 35 years are described in Section 4.2.1.2.4 of Volume 1
and this analysis indicates that the impact on water resources would be
negligible. Asindicated in analyses presented in Chapter 4 of Volume 1
(eg., Sections4.3.1.1.4,4.3.3.1.4,4.4.3.1.4,4.5.3.2.4, and 4.6.3.2.4), there
would be no discernible impacts to groundwater or surface water quality
at Hanford from operation of Hanford facilities that would support the
nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.

FFTF can be safely operated to support the nuclear infrastructure
missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1. The analyses presented in
this NI PEIS reflect the proposed changes to the reactor core (including
fuel and irradiation targets) to perform the DOE missions. In the event
that FFTF restart is selected in the Record of Decision, a new Safety
Analysis Report, including a Probabilistic Risk Assessment (PRA), will
be prepared and it will address any changesin plant configuration,
operating conditions and procedures. The revised safety analyses will be
subjected to a thorough independent review process. DOE'’s Record of
Decision for the NI PEIS will be based on anumber of factorsincluding
environmental impacts, public input, costs, nonproliferation impacts,
schedul es, technical assurance, and other policy and programmatic
objectives.
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Commentor No. 149: Ron Marcolini

Response to Commentor No. 149

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone
8/29/00

Ron Marcolini
202 685 5792

| called to say support the Fast Flux Test Facility
for further project work and | believe it is
adequately designed for safety.

149-1

149-1:  DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 150: Anonymous

Response to Commentor No. 150

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone
8/29/00

Yes, | am calling about the Public Hearing
Evaluation Form. The 1st question is:

1. How could the public hearing format and
materials be improved?

My answer is: Please listen and take the courage
to do what the taxpayer wants, not what the
government or businesses want.

2. Was the public hearing helpful to you?

My answer is: No. Itis but another repeat of what
the public has already expressed. No FFTF startup.
Why can't the Secretary of Energy and others listen
to us. Are you hoping to wear us down with apathy?
That will not happen. People will humanly protest
any FFTF startup at the Hanford factory. All
isotopes can be purchased from Canada at

new facilities. We do not need to make them,

but what we need to do is clean up Hanford.

All resources and all energy should go to that

and nothing else.

150-1

150-2

150-1

150-3

150-4

150-1:

150-4:

DOE policy encourages effective public participationinitsdecision
making process. In compliance with NEPA and CEQ regulations, DOE
provided opportunity to the public to comment on the scope of the

NI PEISand the environmental impact anaysis of DOE’s proposed
aternatives. DOE gave equal considerationto all comments. In
preparing the Final NI PEIS, DOE carefully considered comments
received from the public. DOE's Record of Decision for the NI PEIS
will be based on anumber of factorsincluding environmental impacts,
public input, costs, nonproliferation impacts, schedules, technical
assurance, and other policy and programmatic objectives.

150-2:  DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

150-3:  The United States currently purchases approximately 90 percent of its

medical isotopes from foreign producers, most notably Canada. However,
Canadaonly supplies alimited number of economically attractive
commercial isotopes (primarily molybdenum-99), and it does not supply
research isotopes or the diverse array of medical and industrial isotopes
considered in the NI PEIS. Assuch, reliance on Canadian sources of
isotopesto satisfy projected U.S. isotope needswould not meet DOE's
mission requirements. Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 has been revised to
clarify DOE’sisotope production role and other producers’ capabilitiesto
fulfill U.S. isotope needs.

DOE notesthe commentor’s concernsregarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing
Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE. Hanford Site
environmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the
Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).
This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for restoration of all
partsof the Hanford Site. DOE isfully committed to honoring this
agreement.

The U.S. Congress funds the Hanford cleanup through the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management (EM), and the FFTF
through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology (NE).

The nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1
would also be funded by NE, which has no funding connection to Hanford
cleanup activities. Asstated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the
nuclear infrastructure alternativeswoul d not divert or reprogram
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Commentor No. 150: Anonymous (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 150

budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the
aternative(s) selected.

DOE was tasked by Congress in the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as
amended, to“ ensuretheavailability of isotopesfor medical, industrial,

and research applications, meeting the nuclear material needs of other
federal agencies, and undertaking research and development of activities
related to development of nuclear power for civilianuse.” The purpose of
this PEIS is to determine the environmental and other impactsto
accomplishing thismission from all reasonabl e existing and new DOE
resources. The FFTF at the Hanford Site was one of several existing DOE
resources that was assessed for this mission.
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Commentor No. 151: Denise Wages

Response to Commentor No. 151

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone
8/29/00

Denise Wages
662_842 3325

| would like to say please restart FFTF for
medical isotopes.

151-1

151-1:  DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 152: Karen Gillis

Response to Commentor No 152

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone

8/28/00
Karen Gillis
503_585 9139

| haven't read the EIS or anything, but | know about nuclear waste.
OK. Thanks to the TAGprogram, when | was a kid, | learned about
what | was interested in sparking off a nonstopenvironmental
activism thing. | just want to make a comment that they have maps
all around theTri_Cities and actually all down the Columbia River
showing incidences of thyroid cancer andcleft palate and all kinds of
birth defects. The Columbia River way down in there with heavy
water going through it, and it is radioactive and my brother was born
with a cleft palate. He wasborn in Astoria and it was a huge mystery
or nobody ever knew or guessed my mother neverdid drugs when
she was pregnant. Just like, oh my God, oh my, this horrible thing.
Throughstudying and not even looking for it, trying not to blame
anything on it. | just know in my heartfrom instances of everybody
else from the Tri_Cities and around Hanford that have cleft palates.
This was nuclear contamination. | figured it was probably from fish
that was canned in Astoriathat my mom ate. | don't know, but all |
know is that my brother has been through 13 incrediblypainful
operations. | have a friend that has cancer of the eye from the
Rocky Mountain Arsenal,which is not nuclear | guess, but it leaked
mustard gas and she has eye cancer and one of her sonshas eye
cancer. So, she doesn't have the cancer anymore because she is
missing an eye; she has aglass one.

You know, don't reopen Hanford; it's just retarded. Please care
about the people, animals,plants, and our earth. Ok we don't want
nuclear power. We don't want nuclear energy. Put yourenergy into
solar energy or something more useful than something that is going
to contaminatethe land forever. Thanks a lot. | guess that is about
all that | have to say. It might not be veryscientific, but you know you
guys pooh _pooh it all you want, but nuclear radiation causes birth
defects and it is not good for people. It causes cancer and everyone
knows this. So, don'tpretend like you don't know. Just shut it down.
Give the American people a break. Please putyour energy and
money into something that is going to do good for the world, not
something thatis going to destroy the world. Don't sell out just for a
paycheck. Thank you.

152-1

152-2

152-1:  DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

152-2:  Thecommentor’sopposition to nuclear power and nuclear energy is
noted. DOE recognizes that there are potentially harmful effects
associated with radiation such as cancer and these are quantified for
each alternative in Chapter 4 of the PEIS and theresults of thisanalysis
arepresented in EISVolume 1, Section 2.7.1. The purpose of thisPEIS
isto evaluate and present the environmental consequences of avariety

of aternatives for the proposed action.
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Commentor No. 153: Thomas Marshall

Response to Commentor No. 153

From: Thomas Marshall[SMTP:THOMASM@AVENUEA.COM]
Sent:  Tuesday, August 29, 2000 11:46:19 AM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: Opposed to restart of FFTF

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Dear Collette Brown/Secretary Richardson,

Please accept the following as public comments on the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement on the Nuclear Infrastructure EIS.

As a citizen of the Pacific Northwest, | am deeply concerned about
the United States Department of Energy's proposal to restart
Hanford's Fast Flux Test Facility Nuclear Reactor. | wish to have
my values incorporated into the formal administrative record and
taken into consideration when adopting the final record of decision.
| also want you to respond to my concerns before you make your
record of decision.

Considering Hanford's overwhelming problems, including the crisis with
tank waste treatment, as well as the damage caused by and radiation
released from the Hanford wildfire, restarting FFTF is absolutely
unacceptable. We must deal with the waste already at Hanford and
focus on the clean_up mission.

FFTF maintenance has already gobbled up $100 million in clean_up
money and distracted from desperately needed clean_up. Tank wastes
are already seeping towards the Columbia River. More wastes must
not be added to those tanks.

Clean_up must be the only priority. We must save the Columbia River.

153-1

153-2

153-3

153-2

153-1: DOE notes the commentor’s concerns. This NI PEIS has been
prepared in accordance with the provisions of NEPA (42 U.S.C. 4321
et seg.) and therelated CEQ and DOE implementation regul ations (40 CFR
Parts 1500 through 1508 and 10 CFR Part 1021), respectively.

DOE prepared a separate Nuclear Infrastructure Nonproliferation
Impact Assessment to provide additional pertinent information to the
Secretary of Energy so that he may make an informed decision with
respect to the alternatives presented in the NI PEIS. Pursuant to CEQ
regulations (40 CFR 1505.1(€)), agencies are encouraged to make
ancillary decision documents available to the public beforeadecisionis
made. DOE mailed this document to approximately 730 interested
parties on September 8, 2000. The report was made available
immediately upon release on the NE web site (http://www.nucl ear.gov)
and in the public reading rooms. DOE has also provided a summary of
the Nuclear Infrastructure Nonproliferation Impact Assessment in
Appendix Q inthe Final NI PEIS. DOE gave equal consideration to all
comments. In preparing the Final NI PEIS, DOE carefully considered
comments received from the public.

The associated Nuclear Infrastructure Nonproliferation | mpact Assessment
was made avail able to the public on September 8, 2000. The Record of
Decision concerning enhancement of DOE'snuclear infrastructureis
scheduled for January 2001.

153-2: DOE notesthe commentor's concerns regarding the existing cleanup
mission at Hanford. Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS,
ongoing Hanford cleanup activities are high priority to DOE. Hanford
Siteenvironmental restoration activities are conducted in accordance
with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of
Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S.
Department of Energy). This agreement specifies milestones and
schedulesfor restoration of all partsof the Hanford Site. DOE isfully
committed to honoring this agreement.

DOE-RL, EPA, and Ecology agreed to achangein this agreement to
place the milestones for FFTF's permanent deactivation in abeyance
until the DOE reaches adecision on FFTF s future. Public meetings
were held on thisformal milestone change.

The U.S. Congress funds the Hanford cleanup through the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management (EM), and the
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Commentor No. 153: Thomas Marshall (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No 153

Also, | object to the fact that you are asking citizens to comment on an
incomplete study. You have not told us how you will deal with

non_proliferation issues or additional waste from FFTF. Should FFTF be Il

restarted, that decision will be illegal under Federal law and will be
overturned! Do the right thing, shut down FFTF now and save the future
of the Columbia River!

And also please support Wild and Scenic status for the Hanford stretch
of the mighty Columbia.

Sincerely,

Tom Marshall
Media Engineer

avenue a
Know what works.

voice: 206.816.8357

fax: 206.816.8808
mailto:thomasm@avenuea.com
http://www.avenuea.com

153-1

153-4
153-1
153-5

153-6

153-3:

153-4:

153-5:

FFTF through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology
(NE). Thenuclear infrastructure missionsdescribed in Section 1.2 of
Volume 1 would also be funded by NE, which has no funding
connection to Hanford cleanup activities. As stated in Section N.3.2,
implementation of the nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not
divert or reprogram budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup,
regardless of the alternative(s) selected. Therefore, the NI PEIS
missions would not have an impact on Hanford cleanup activities.

No waste would be added to Hanford's underground waste tanks if
FFTF were restarted for this mission.

No radioactive materialswere "released" in the Hanford Wil dfires of
2000. Wildfiresdid resuspend some materials already in the
environment. The resuspended materials were low, slightly above
natural background levels. The low levelsrequired several days of
analysis to quantify.

DOE notesthe commentor’soppositionto Alternative 1, Restart
FFTF, and support for Alternative 5, Permanently Deactivate FFTF.

Management of wastes that would be generated under implementation
of Alternative 1 (Restart FFTF) isdiscussed in Section 4.3 of Volume 1
(e.g., see Section 4.3.1.1.13). Section 4.3.1.1.13 wasrevised to clarify
that, the Hanford waste management infrastructure is analyzed in this
PEIS for the management of waste resulting from FFTF restart and
operation. Thisanalysisisconsistent with policy and DOE Order 435.1,
that DOE radioactive waste shall be treated, stored, and in the case of
low-level waste, disposed of at the site wherethewasteis generated, if
practical; or at another DOE facility. However, if DOE determines that
use of the Hanford waste management infrastructure or other DOE sites
isnot practical or cost effective, DOE may issue an exemption under
DOE Order 435.1 for the use of non-DOE facilities (i.e., commercial
facilities) to store, treat, and dispose of such waste generated from the
restart and operation of FFTF. Inaddition, Section4.3.3.1.13and
4.4.3.1.13 a'so address the potential impacts associated with the waste
generated from the target fabrication and processing in FMEF and how
this waste would be managed at the site.

Seeresponse to comment 153-3.
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Commentor No. 153: Thomas Marshall (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No 153

153-6:

On June9, 2000, the President i ssued aproclamation establishing the
Hanford Reach National Monument. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Servicewill manage the monument under existing agreementswith DOE
and DOE will consult with the Secretary of the Interior onissues
potentially affecting monument areas. DOE is committed to
performing its missionsin a manner that is compatible with the
preservation of open space and protection of natural resources.
Integrated land use planning is one means that DOE uses to accomplish
mission and resource protection goals on its sites. However, these land
use planning measures and specific resource protection initiatives and
decisions are beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, and designation of the
Hanford Reach asaWild and Scenic River isnot within DOE's
authority. The Department of the Interior recommended that the
Hanford Reach be designated aWild and Scenic River and theentire
Wahluke Slope awildlife refuge in the ROD for the 1996 Hanford
Reach EIS. Congress has not yet acted to implement the decisions
contained in the ROD. DOE did prepare the Final Hanford
Comprehensive Land-Use Plan Environmental I|mpact Statement

(DOE EIS-0222-F) (issued in September 1999) in order to evaluate the
implementation of acomprehensiveland-use planfor theentire

Hanford Site for the next 50 years. The Preferred Alternative for this
EIS, as selected in the Record of Decision (64 FR 61615 et seq.), would
designate the mgjority of the ColumbiaRiver Corridor including the
Hanford Reach, nearly the entire Wahluke Slope, and nearly al of the
Fitzner/Eberhardt Arid Lands Ecology Reserve as preservation use.
Thiswould include expansion of the Saddle Mountain National Wildlife
Refugetoinclude al of the Wahluke Slope. In summary, the decisions
contained in the ROD are consistent with those in the 1996
Department of the Interior Hanford Reach EIS ROD.
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Commentor No. 154: Rob McCready

Response to Commentor No. 154

From: Rob McCready
[SMTP:ROB@SUMMITPROJECTS.COM]

Sent:  Tuesday, August 29, 2000 12:00:50 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: Hanford

Auto forwarded by a Rule

To whom it may concern,

| am sure that you are getting your fair share of feedback from the
Columbia Gorge communityregarding the issues at hand, so I'l
keep this short but to the point.

As an advocate for the natural beauty and limited resources of
the Columbia River Gorge area, lwould like to take a stand
against any future development at the Hanford Nuclear Plant.
Anyfuture development is not acceptable to the people who care
about and recreate in ourenvironment, until proper cleanup and
disposal of the current situation is done.

I think | speak on behalf of all Hood River residents when | say
that any potential pollutants toour river system will severely
destruct the attractiveness of our town and will, without a doubt,
affect our economy and quality of life here.

Rob McCready
Marketing

Summit Projects

PH 541_387_8883

FX 541_387_8884
rob@summitprojects.com
www.summitprojects.com

154-1

154-2

154-1: DOE was tasked by Congressin the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as

amended, to "ensure the availability of isotopes for medical, industrial,
and research applications, meeting the nuclear material needs of other
federal agencies, and undertaking research and development of activities
related to development of nuclear power for civilian use." The purpose of
this PEIS is to determine the environmental and other impactsto
accomplishing thismission from all reasonabl e existing and new DOE
resources. The FFTF at the Hanford Site was one of several existing
DOE resources that was assessed for this mission.

DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF,
and concernsregarding the existing cleanup mission at Hanford.
Although beyond the scope of this NI PEIS, ongoing Hanford cleanup
activities are high priority to DOE. Hanford Site environmental
restoration activities are conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party
Agreement (i.e., Washington State Department of Ecology, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, and the U.S. Department of Energy).
This agreement specifies milestones and schedules for restoration of al
parts of the Hanford Site. DOE isfully committed to honoring this
agreement. The proposed alternatives delineated in the NI PEIS would
not have an impact on Hanford cleanup activities.

The use of Hanford Facilities for the NI PEIS mission would not be a
new or future development, but a utilization of existing facilities.

154-2:  FFTFisapproximately 4.5 miles from the Columbia River. There are no

dischargesto the river from FFTF and no radioactive or hazardous
dischargesto groundwater. Asindicated in analyses presented in
Chapter 4 of Volume 1 (e.g., Sections 4.3.1.1.4,4.3.3.1.4,4.4.3.1.4,
4.5.3.2.4, and 4.6.3.2.4), there would be no discernible impacts to
groundwater or surface water quality at Hanford from operation of
Hanford facilities that would support the nuclear infrastructure missions
described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.
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Commentor No. 155: Andreas Juen

Response to Commentor No 155

From: Andreas[SMTP:ANDREAS@SUMMITPROJECTS.COM]
Sent:  Tuesday, August 29, 2000 2:20:05 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: FFTF restart MUST BE SHUTDOWN!

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Colette,

Thank you for hearing me out. | am a community member in Hood
River, Oregon, and | feel strongly that USDOE should choose
Alternative_ 5 SHUTDOWN FFTF, or Alternative_2_Produce at
existing sites with in conjunction with the SHUTDOWN of FFTF.

My message is clear | do not want to see the Nuclear facility at
Hanford be reopened with any production capabilities.

HANFORD must remain closed and efforts to clean up the
environmental, biological and ecological disaster must continue!

The EIS which has been submitted is misleading, inaccurate and
false. Public comment is strongly in opposition to this plan and the
need for an FFTF restart is unjustified. Financially it is a disaster
and frankly | am tired of my taxes paying for your poor decision
making. The money which you will waste on this effort alone would
cover a healthy portion of the cleanup which should be taking
place currently at the Hanford site.

I know you will heed your conscience at not allow, what is in my
view, a criminal decision to restart FFTF.

155-1

155-2

155-3
155-4

155-2

155-5

155-1:

155-2:

155-3:

DOE notesthe commentor’ssupport for Alternative 5, Permanently
Deactivate FFTF, or Alternative 2, Use Only Existing Operational
Facilities, and opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.

DOE notesthe commentor’s concerns regarding ongoing activitiesto
remediate the existing contamination at Hanford. Although beyond the
scope of thisNI PEIS, ongoing Hanford cleanup activitiesare high
priority to DOE. Hanford Site environmental restoration activities are
conducted in accordance with the Tri-Party Agreement (i.e., Washington
State Department of Ecology, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
and the U.S. Department of Energy). This agreement specifies
milestones and schedules for restoration of all parts of the Hanford Site.
DOE isfully committed to honoring this agreement.

DOE was tasked by Congress in the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as
amended, to "ensure the avail ahility of isotopes for medical, industrial,
and research applications, meeting the nuclear material needs of other
federal agencies, and undertaking research and development of activities
related to development of nuclear power for civilianuse." The purpose

of this PEIS is to determine the environmental and other impactsto
accomplishing this mission from all reasonable existing and new DOE
resources. The FFTF at the Hanford Site was one of several existing DOE
resources that was assessed for this mission.

The U.S. Congress funds the Hanford cleanup through the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management (EM), and the FFTF
through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology (NE).

The nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1
would also be funded by NE, which has no funding connection to Hanford
cleanup activities. Asstated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the
nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not divert or reprogram

budgeted funds designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the
alternative(s) selected.

This NI PEIS has been prepared in accordance with the provisions of
NEPA (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and the related CEQ and DOE
implementation regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500 through 1508 and

10 CFR Part 1021), respectively. The environmental impacts of
reasonabl e alternativesto fulfill the requirements of the missions were
disclosed and evaluated in the NI PEIS. DOE made every effort to obtain,
analyze, and disclose all required information to make adecision on
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Commentor No. 155: Andreas Juen (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 155

| ask of you to SHUTDOWN FFTF PERMANENTLY. CLEAN UP
HANFORD. And START POURING YOU TIME MONEY AND
INTELLECTUAL RESOURCES INTO ALTERNATIVE, LOW IMPACT
ENERGY SOURCES. There are 1000's out there and many we
have not even begun to consider, please encourage your engineers,
scientists, explorers and bureaucrat to think outside the box and | am
sure they too would start to see the light and make the right decisions
for themselves their families as well as the rest of the nation's.

| appreciate you time and effort, and look forward to your action
and response.

Sincerely,

Andreas Juen
4035 Stonegate Dr
Hood River, OR 97031

PS: | would like to be added to any sort of mailing list you have
established for this issue so | can continue to provide feedback and
responses.

Andreas V. Juen

Business Development
andreas@summitprojects.com
101.5 Oak St,

Hood River, OR 97031

P: 541 387 8883

F: 541_387_8884

155-1

155-6

155-4:

155-5:
155-6:

expanding nuclear infrastructure. Further, DOE evaluated each
environmental resource areain a consistent, unbiased manner acrossall the
aternativesto alow afair comparison among the various alternatives.

DOE notesthe commentor's opposition to restarting FFTF for

maintai ning and enhancing its existing nuclear facility infrastructure.
Consistent with its mandates under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE seeks
to maintain and enhance its infrastructure for the purposes of addressing
three primary needs:

1) tosupport the need for increased domestic production of isotopesfor
medical, research, and industrial uses, asinitialy identified by apanel of
expertsin the medical field and reaffirmed by the Nuclear Energy Research
Advisory Committee;

2) tosupport future NASA space exploration missions by re-establishing a
domestic capahility to produce plutonium-238, afuel sourcethat isrequired
for deep space missions and which the U.S. has no long-term, assured
supply; and

3) tosupport civilian nuclear research and development needsin order to
maintain the clean, safe, and reliable use of nuclear power asaviable
component of the United States' energy portfolio. Section 1.2 of
Volume 1 has been revised to clarify the purpose and need of the
proposed action.

See response to comment 155-1.

DOE notes the commentor's interest in alternative energy sources,
athough issues of research and devel opment of alternative energy
sources are beyond the scope of thisNI PEIS. The DOE missionsto be
addressed in thisEI'S, which includethe production of medical and industrial
isotopes, the production of plutonium-238, and civilian nuclear energy
research and devel opment, can currently only be met using nuclear reactor
or accelerator technologies.
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Commentor No. 156: Gary Greene

Response to Commentor No 156

From: Gary Greene[SMTP:G5GREENE@EMAIL.MSN.COM]

Sent: Tuesday, August 29, 2000 3:59:18 PM

To: INFRASTRUCTURE_PEIS, NUCLEAR

Subject: Support for the restart of FFTF _ comment on the
draft PEIS

Auto forwarded by a Rule

Of the various options, only the use of FFTF as the
irradiation facility appears to fully meet the commitments
of DOE and provide for the development of medical
isotopes. | think that it is critical that the chosen option
provide adequate opportunity for the development and
production of isotopes for research and cancer
treatment.

Thank you
Gary Greene

1700 S Kellogg
Kennewick, WA 99338

156-1

156-1:  DOE notes the commentor’s support for Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 157: Anonymous

Response to Commentor No. 157

NI PEIS Toll_Free Telephone

8/28/00

9010 NE 112th Avenue

Vancouver, WA 98662

360 _896 1128

This message is for Bill Richardson. | am a citizen at
Vancouver, Washington, and | would just like to ask
that the FFTF reactor not be started up again.

Thanks a lot.

157-1

157-1:  DOE notes the commentor’s opposition to Alternative 1, Restart FFTF.
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Commentor No. 158: Members of Congress; U.S. Senator-
R. Wyden; Representatives-B. Baird, J. McDermott, D. Wu,

A. Smith, E. Blumenauer, P. DeFazio, D. Hooley

Response to Commentor No. 158

ALIG. 26. 2RBa £:13PM SEN RON WYDEM . MO, 266 P.2/5
Congress of the Wnited States
Washington, BE 20510
August 28, 2000
The Honorable Bill Richardson
Secretary of Energy

U.S. Department of Energy
1000 Independence Avenue, §.W,
Washington, D.C, 20585

Deear Secrotery Richardsen:

We are growing increasipgly concerned with the apparent bins of the Env-imm:nmtal
Impact Statement (E18) for Hanford's FFTF mueleer reactor, and the public participatior. process
for this EIS, The Draft EXS fails to reflect the fact that claimed justifications for restart of this
roactor, with all of its risks and costs, have cither evaporated with formal decisions from other
agencies (NASA) or been called into question by the Department's own blue ribbon advisory
committee.

Restart of the FFTF Nuclear Reactor and resumption of Phutoninm processing at Hanford
would have potentially catastrophic impects on the health of Northwest citizens §nd our
wnvironment. Our constituents are antitled to a fair and impartial process to consider all
reasonsbly foreseeable impacts and reasonable alternatives.

The Department is preventing our eonstituents and ourselves from reviewing and
commenting on the Departient's assesszuent af many of those potential impacts and faltmzlmves
by sepetating them from the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) aud only disclosing
thern in reports t¢ be made available after the public hearings are over. Apart from thc clear bias
of such an approach, this seems ta be a viclstion of the National Enwmnmmtal P_n]z_cy Act
(NEPA). Major public concemns stated in our comments for the scopmg of thi_s E.IS, m:lud.ulzg
public concerns detailed in the Seattle City Council and Portland Ci‘ty Commu R@olmx?s
apposing FFTF restart (and formally cntered into the record at scoping hearings), are ignored in
the Draft EIS.

Tt is ot aeceptable to have left out of the Draft EIS what the Department will do with the
nuclear and toxic wastes from restarting FFTF and Plutonium operations at Hanford. It is also
unacceptable 1o have left out of fhe Draft EIS the costs of restarting the FFTF reactor and each

. alternative {especially when the Deparaent has target budgets that are not adequate to :n:!nply
with the Hanford Clean-Up Agreement), the impacts on the nation's nuclear ngn‘-pruhfmnu'n
policies from restarting the reactor and use of Plutonium or High Enriched Umm ﬁa:ul.s, and
the independent sssessment of the need for particular medical isotopes and the suitability of the
FFTF reactor to produce them. For each of these four critical arzas, the Department has chosen
to issue a report separate from the Draft EIS and not to release that report before the public
hearings on the Draft EIS.

158-1
158-2

158-3
158-4

158-5
158-6

158-7

158-8

158-9

158-10

158-11
158-12

158-1:

158-2:

158-3:

158-4:

158-5:

158-6:
158-7:

DOE notes the commentors' concerns. This NI PEIS has been prepared
in accordance with the provisions of NEPA (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and
the related CEQ and DOE implementation regulations (40 CFR Parts
1500 through 1508 and 10 CFR Part 1021), respectively. DOE evaluated
each environmental resource areain aconsistent, unbiased manner

across all the alternativesto allow afair comparison among the various
aternatives.

DOE policy encourages effective public participationinits
decisionmaking process. |ncompliancewith NEPA and CEQ regulations,
DOE provided opportunity to the public to comment on the scope of the
NI PEIS and the environmental impact analysis of DOE's proposed
aternatives. DOE gave equal consideration to all comments. In
preparing the Final NI PEIS, DOE carefully considered comments
received from the public.

The content of recent correspondence between NASA and DOE
regarding potential plutonium-238 requirementsis discussed in response
to Comment 158-15.

DOE notes the commentors' concern regarding the suitability of FFTFin
light of the NERA C subcommittee recommendations, as discussed in the
response to Comment 158-13.

The evaluation presented in the NI PEIS considered both normal
operations and accidents and indicates that the environmental and human
health impacts of these facilities would be low.

See responses to Comments 158-1 and 158-2.

The environmental impacts of reasonable alternativesto fulfill the
reguirements of the missionswere disclosed and evaluated inthe NI PEIS.
DOE madeevery effort to obtain, analyze, and discloseall

required information to make adecision on expanding nuclear
infrastructure. The costs and nuclear nonproliferation impacts of
proposed actions are not required by NEPA and CEQ regulationsto be
included in aPEIS. DOE prepared a separate Cost Report and Nuclear
Infrastructure Nonproliferation Impact Assessment to provide additional
pertinent information to the Secretary of Energy so that he may make an
informed decision with respect to the aternatives presented in the

NI PEIS. Pursuant to CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1505.1(€)), agencies are
encouraged to make decision documents such asthe cost report available
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Commentor No. 158: Members of Congress, U.S. Senator-
R. Wyden; Representatives-B. Baird, J. McDermott, D. Wu,
A. Smith, E. Blumenauer, P. DeFazio, D. Hooley (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 158

ALKG.28.2e0d 63 14PM SEN RON WrDEN MNO. 266 P.35

We are dismayed that the Draft BIS fails to disclose that the Department's own blue
risbon medical advisory committee recommended last April that "the FFTF not be considered
as a viable lpng-term source of resedrch radivisetopes. " The NERAC Subcommittes for
Isatape Rescarch and Production, Planning’s findings regarding the suitability of the FFTF
reactar for production of research medical isotopes!, the claims of the contractors regarding
FFTF's costs and projected revenies for producing isotopes, and "poor” rating of the
manufacturing practices st Hanford are neither disclosed or referenced in the Draft EIS.

"The Subcommittes conchedes that the FETF will not be a vizhle source of
research radicisotopes. Anficipated income from sales likely will not meet

cxpectations thereby curtailing operations and roducing FFTF's capability to 158-13
produce Tesearch redicisotopes in a timely and cost-efficient manner. ...

*The Subcommitice believes that the produstion needs of neutron-rich isotopes
for research purpeses can be met by existing reactors... Qther neulron sources
may also be available for research isotope production. ™

Final Report at 31.

The Draft EIS should have considered the altexnatives recommended by the
Subcomrmittee, and fully disclosed its criticism of the claims made by the FFTF's contractors.
Instead, the Draft EIS and DOE documents repeat the cost and isotope need claims that the
Subcommittes found to be flawed and overly optimistic. The public deserved to have this fully
disclosed in the Draft FIS instead of having it discovered by researchers from. citizen groups.

The concerns of the City of Seattle (Resotution 30060 and Resolution 28848) rogerding
the import of Plutonium on board ships passing through inland waters {such as Puget Sound or
the Columbia River to the Port of Portland), snd transport of Plutonium through the crowded
Puget Sound region, are entirely ignored in this EIS. A shipboard fire involving a shipment of
Weapons Grade Plytorium fucl in inland waters pases horrific consequences. Exposure of our 158-14
constituents to such risk is enfirely ynacceptabie, Other major concerns raised in the Portland and
Seattle resolutions, and by Members of Congress, arc similarly ignored in the Draft FIS, The
Department undermines all public confidence in its consideration of the restart of FF'TF Whﬂ':l it
proposes guch actions and ignores the formal nput from elected officials and the region's major
cities. )

! The report notes that there are two major types of medical isotopes: Lage seale pr dn )
{"eommercinl” isotopes) and small quentity derramd isotopes for clinical trfals, b, ... (" P
The report yrged that the Depastramnt focus on providing the resenrch isotopes, snd aﬂm market fuw:‘s o
provide commmercial isotopes, Mot of the claims for oeed for FFTF are based on research isotopes. The mcluftb:
reactor and its cast to restat, provide ancillary facilitics and operate were negative factors in the committess'
opinion.

158-8:

158-9:

158-10:

tothe public before adecisionismade. DOE mailed these documentsto
approximately interested parties on August 24 and September 8, 2000,
respectively. Both reports were made available immediately upon release
on the NE web site (http://www.nuclear.gov) and in the public reading
rooms. DOE has also provided summaries of the Cost Report and
Nuclear Infrastructure Nonproliferation Impact assessment in
Appendixes P and Q, respectively, in the Final NI PEIS.

DOE hasread and considered the public concernsdetailed in the

Resol utions of the Sesttle City Council and the Portland City Commission.
Section 1.4 and the expanded discussion in Appendix N summarizethe
issues and concerns rai sed during the scoping process.

Management of wastesthat would be generated under implementation of
Alternative 1 (Restart FFTF) isdiscussed in Section 4.3 of Volume 1 (e.g.,
see Section 4.3.1.1.13). Section4.3.1.1.13 wasrevised to clarify that,

the Hanford waste management infrastructure is analyzed in this PEIS
for the management of waste resulting from FFTF restart and operation.
This analysis is consistent with policy and DOE Order 435.1, that DOE
radioactive waste shall be treated, stored, and in the case of low-level
waste, disposed of at the site where the waste is generated, if practical;
or a another DOE facility. However, if DOE determines that use of the
Hanford waste management infrastructure or other DOE sites is not
practical or cost effective, DOE may issue an exemption under DOE
Order 435.1 for the use of non-DOE facilities (i.e., commercial facilities)
to store, treat, and dispose of such waste generated from the restart and
operation of FFTF. Inaddition, Section4.3.3.1.13and 4.4.3.1.13also0
address the potential impacts associated with the waste generated from
the target fabrication and processing in FMEF and how this waste would
be managed at the site.

The U.S. Congress funds the Hanford cleanup through the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management (EM), and the FFTF
through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology (NE).
Nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of Volume 1
would also be funded by NE, which has no funding connection to Hanford
cleanup activities. As stated in Section N.3.2, implementation of the
nuclear infrastructure alternativeswould not divert or reprogram

budgeted fund designated for Hanford cleanup, regardless of the
aternative(s) selected.
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Commentor No. 158: Members of Congress; U.S. Senator-
R. Wyden; Representatives-B. Baird, J. McDermott, D. Wu,
A. Smith, E. Blumenauer, P. DeFazio, D. Hooley (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No 158

ALG. 28. 2208 £114PM SEN ROM WYDEM MO, 266 P.4ss

Although the major mission proposed for the FETF reactor in this EIS is praduction of
Plutonivm 238 for NASA space reactors (Radioisotope Thermoelectric Generators), the Draft
EIS fails to disclose that NASA informed the USDOE on May 22, 2000 that:

"NASA headquarters no longer has an identifiable planned reguirement for Small
i Ther lectric Generctor (STRG) power systems.”

Ryt

i3

158-15
Contrary to the DOF's asscrtion in the Draft EIS that "(W)ithout these power systems,

thess types of space explomtion missions could aot be performed by NASA.™ 2, NASA bas
defermrined that missions can utilize attemative technologies with lower costs and potentially
mueh lower epvirormentsl impacts, which this Draft EIS should have disclosed,

The major claimed peed for FFTF restart no longes exists, yet the Department continues
to expend funds and undermine its credibility by continuing to propose the restart of the FFTF
Teactor ta meet a need for Plutonium that NASA has informed yonu does not exist.

As the herrings on the Draft ETS approach, the Department is not providing for adequate I | 158-16
notiee of the hearings to our constituents, Jt 2lso has not changed its plans for conduct of the I | 158-17
hearings, which seem designed to repeat concemns over the bias of the process. And, the officials -
in charge of the E18 failed to live up to expectations for meaningfil discussions reganding the
substance of the RIS regarding its coversge of major areas of concerr, including the need for 158-18
medical jsatapes, alternative market providers of medical isotopes, safety issies, waste streams
from proposed activities, nonproliferation impiacts and costs of FFTF restart and production.

We are also disturbed that the Department told facilities at which hearings are to be held
that public interest groups are "opposition” and “protest’ groups, and required them to pay for
police in szder to hold pre-hearing werkshops. We mmst note that the Cities of Seattle and 158-19
Portlend are officially opposed te the restart of FFTE and, therefore, apparently, “upp_asmon"
grenps that the Department feels posg a seqrrity threat if they seek to hold a pre-hearing
workshop to assist citizens in preparing to comment at the hearing.

We cge you to have the Department immediately take the following steps to: provide

proper notice {designed to notify our constifucnts that these hearings are on an EIS reg.ardjng the 158-20
possible regtart of Hanford's FFTF Nuclear Reactor and Plutonium processingl; .esta_hhsh

unbiased procedurcs for the conduct of the hearings; apologize for any characterization of grotps ]| 158-21
as "oppasition” or "protest”; and ensure that there is no intimidation of publie comment. 1l 15822

The claimed Plutonium and isatope needs, for which our region would be subjected to the
+isks of FFTP muclear reactor restart, are now revealed to be illusory claims by the proponents of 158-23
thig dangerous project. The Draft EIS is deeply flawed by its failure to disclogc informatien that
is essential to informed decision making, Therefore, the most prudent caurse of action would be
to remove restart of the FFTF reactor from consideration until these concerns are addressed.

1DPIS at S5

158-11:

158-12:

158-13:

DOE notesthe commentors’ concern that an independent assessment of
the need for particul ar isotopes and the suitability of FFTF isnot included
inthe NI PEIS. Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 discusses the need for isotopes
based on the Expert Panel and NERA C subcommittee recommendations.
Asfurther discussed in the response to Comment 158-13 and presented in
Section 1.5 of Volume 1, the recommendations of theseindependent review
groupsweretaken into consideration in devel oping the range of reasonable
aternatives evaluated in the NI PEIS. The Expert Panel and NERAC are
independent Federal advisory committees appointed by the Secretary of
Energy to advise DOE on civilian nuclear energy research program as
noted in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.

The draft Waste Minimization and Management Plan for the Fast Flux

Test Facility (May 2000) and the NERAC |sotope Subcommittee report
(April 2000) werereferenced in the NI PEIS and were available prior to
the public hearings. The NI PEIS cost and Nonproliferation reports were
made available on August 24 and September 8, 2000, respectively;
immediately after they were completed, as discussed in response to
Comment 158-7.

DOE has sought independent analysis of trendsin the use of medical
isotopes, and of its continuing role in this sector, consistent with its
mandates under the Atomic Energy Act. In doing so, it established two
expert bodies, the Expert Panel and the NERAC. In 1998, the Expert
Panel convened to forecast future demand for medical isotopes estimated
that the expected growth rate of medical isotope use during the next

20 yearswill rangefrom 7 to 14 percent per year for therapeutic
applications, and 7 to 16 percent per year for diagnostic applications.
These findings were later reviewed and endorsed by NERAC, established
in 1999 to provide DOE with expert, objective advice regarding the future
form of its isotope research and production activities. DOE has adopted
these growth projections as a planning tool for evaluating the potential
capability of the existing nuclear facility infrastructure to meet
programmatic requirements. In the period sincetheinitial estimates were
made, the actual growth of medical isotope use hastracked at levels
consistent with the Expert Panel findings. Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 was
revised to incorporate thisinformation and to clarify DOE’srolein
fulfilling the U.S. research and commercial isotope production needs.
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Commentor No. 158: Members of Congress, U.S. Senator-
R. Wyden; Representatives-B. Baird, J. McDermott, D. Wu,
A. Smith, E. Blumenauer, P. DeFazio, D. Hooley (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 158

ALG. 28. 2oaa &5 15PM SEM RON WYDEN

ot

1.8 Senator

Brian Baind

.5, Representative
MecDermoti

U.8. Rapresentative

Sincerely,

=

David Wu
U.8. Representative

NO. 266 P.5/5

4

T.8. Representative

St G

Eer]l Blumenauer
U.S. Representative

Ml

Peter A, DeFazio
U.S. Representative

-

Darlene Hooley
1.5, Representative

158-14:

The conclusions presented in the NERAC Subcommittee for | sotope
Research and Production Planning Final Report, April 2000 regarding the
suitability of FFTF to produce research isotopes in atimely and cost-
efficient manner were madein the context of thefacility producing
research isotopes as its sole mission. It would not be cost effective to
restart FFTF for the singular purpose of producing small quantities of
various research isotopes. However, sustained operation of FFTF for the
production of larger quantities of both research and commercial isotopes
would beviableif operated in concert with producing plutonium-238 and
conducting nuclear energy research and development for civilian
applications. Asthe NERAC report states: "In limited instances, the
DOE possesses unique resources, e.g., the high flux of fast neutrons and
largeirradiation volumein FFTF, that could be utilized for the production
of someradioisotopes, but isbest suited for commercial interestswho
might consider itsusefor isotope production.” Inrecognition of these
constraints on its operational feasibility, the NI PEIS only evaluates the
use of FFTF when coupled with the other missions. While some existing
reactors may possess the potential capability or capacity to support
research isotope production, as suggested inthe NERAC report, itis
unlikely that reliable, increased production of theseisotopesto support
projected needs could be accomplished without disturbing the existing
missions of these facilities. DOE has taken the Expert Panel and NERAC
report recommendations under consideration in devel oping the range of
aternatives evaluated in the NI PEIS. These reports were made available
to the public at the NI PEIS public information centers and on the
Internet at www.nuclear gov.

DOE notesthe Commentors' concerns about theimport of plutonium
through the Portland or Seattle areas. None of the proposed alternatives
(Section 2.5 of Volume 1) would involve the shipment of weapons-grade
plutonium through portsin the United States. Under implementation

of Alternative 1 (Restart FFTF), DOE might import mixed oxide

(i.e., plutonium-uranium) fuel from Europe. If Alternative 1 were selected
for implementation, and if DOE decidesto import mixed oxidefuel

from Europe, a separate NEPA review would be conducted to select a port
toreceivethe mixed oxidefuel. Thisreview would addressall

relevant potential impacts of overseas and inland water transportation,
shipboard fires, package handling, land transportation, aswell as
safeguards and security associated with theimport of SNR-300 mixed
oxidefuel through avariety of specific candidate ports on thewest and
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Commentor No. 158: Members of Congress; U.S. Senator-
R. Wyden; Representatives-B. Baird, J. McDermott, D. Wu,
A. Smith, E. Blumenauer, P. DeFazio, D. Hooley (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No 158

158-15:

east coasts. It would consider all public comments, includinglocal
resol utions, concerning the desirability of bringing mixed oxidefuel into
candidate ports.

In the event that DOE decidesto enhanceits nuclear infrastructure, it
would not expose any population to high, unacceptable risks under any
alternative. Any transportation activitiesthat would be conducted by

DOE would comply with U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission and

U.S. Department of Transportation regulations. Associated transatlantic
shipment would comply with International Atomic Energy Agency
requirements. In Section J.6.2, DOE evaluated potential impactsthat
would result from the marine transportation of mixed oxidefuel from
Europeto arepresentative military port, Charleston, South Carolina, and
overland transportation to Hanford. Alsointhat section, abounding analysis
demonstratesthat radiological risksto the surrounding public from mixed
oxidefuel shipmentswould be extremely small (e.g., lessthan 1 chanceina
trillion for alatent cancer fatality per shipment from severe accidents at
docksand in channelsand lessthan 1 chancein 50 billion for alatent cancer
fatality per shipment from overland highway accidents).

Through aMemorandum of Understanding withNASA, DOE provides
radioisotope power systems, and the plutonium-238 that fuels them, for
space missions that require or would be enhanced by their use. In
addition, under the National Space Policy issued by the Office of Science
and Technology Policy in September 1996, and consistent with DOE's
charter under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE is responsible for maintaining
the capability to provide the plutonium-238 needed to support these
missions. There are approximately 9 kilograms (19.8 pounds) of
plutonium-238 in the U.S. inventory available to support future NASA
space missions. Based on NASA guidance to DOE on the potential use
of radioisotope power systems for upcoming space missions, it is
anticipated that the existing plutonium-238 inventory will be exhausted
by approximately 2005. Under the No Action Alternative, DOE would
continue to purchase plutonium-238 to meet the space mission needs for
the 35-year evaluation period considered in the NI PEIS. However,
DOE recognizes that any purchase beyond what is currently available to
the United States through the existing contract would likely require
negotiation of anew contract and may require additional NEPA review.

TheMay 22, 2000, correspondence from NASA to DOE identifiesthat
NASA no longer has a planned requirement for small radioisotope
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Commentor No. 158: Members of Congress; U.S. Senator-R.
Wyden; Representatives-B. Baird, J. McDermott, D. Wu, A.
Smith, E. Blumenauer, P. DeFazio, D. Hooley (Cont’ d)

Response to Commentor No 158

158-16:

158-17:

thermoel ectric generator (SRTG) power systems. Thisdoesnot mean

that NASA no longer requires DOE to provide the necessary
plutonium-238 to support deep space missions. Rather, the SRTG
development efforts were stopped in order to permit reprogramming of
funds to support development of a new radioisotope power system based
on a Stirling technology generator. This new radioisotope power system,
referred to in the subject correspondence, requires one-third less
plutonium-238 as its fuel source. However, the Stirling technology is
developmental and NASA has requested in a September 22, 2000, letter to
DOE that large RTGs be maintained as backup. Section 1.2.2 of Volume 1
was revised to clarify plutonium-238 mission needs. The major mission
of FFTF would not be the production of plutonium-238. Rather, al three
missions are of equal importance; no one mission is given priority in the
NI PEIS.

DOE provided notice of scheduled public hearingsin accordance with the
requirements of CEQ and DOE regulations (i.e., 40 CFR Parts 1503.1

and 1506.6 and 10 CFR Part 1021.313, respectively). Thisincluded
announcement of the hearingsin the Federal Register aswell asinthe
local media. In addition, copies of the Draft NI PEIS and/or the
Summary (including the public hearing schedule) were sent to each
individual or group listed to receiveit at the address on record. Additional
notification to the public concerning meetings on the Draft PEISwere
made by the Oregon Office of Energy to members of 20 focus groupsin
six Oregon communities and other Oregon interest groups.

The public hearing format was designed to befair and unbiased. The public
hearing format used was based on stakehol der input and was presented in
the Notice of Availability (65 FR 46443 et seq.) for the Draft NI PEIS.
Thisformat wasintended to encourage public participation, regardless of
the motivation for attending the hearing. It provided an opportunity for the
participantsto meet one another, exchange information, and share concerns
with DOE personnel available throughout the course of each hearing to
answer questions. The meetingswerefacilitated by anindependent
moderator to ensurethat all personswishing to speak had an opportunity to
do so. Personswishing to comment were selected at random from the
audiencesrather than according to the order in which they registered. This
was accomplished by arandom number drawing. Inadditiontothe
comment recorder stationed at the main hearing, a second recorder was
availablein an adjacent room to receive commentswithout the need to
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Commentor No. 158 Members of Congress;, U.S. Senator-
R. Wyden; Representatives-B. Baird, J. McDermott, D. Wu,
A. Smith, E. Blumenauer, P. DeFazio, D. Hooley (Cont’d)

Response to Commentor No. 158

158-18:

158-19:

158-20:

158-21:

158-22:

158-23:

await selection at themain proceeding. The hearing format used promoted
open and equal representation by all individualsand groups.

The need for medical isotopesand alternate suppliersarediscussed in
Sectionl.2.1 of Volume 1. Safety and health issues are discussed
throughout Chapter 4 of Volume 1 with detailsgivenin AppendixesH
through J of Volume 2. Waste generation and waste management for

each of the alternatives are discussed throughout Chapter 4 of Volume 1.
As discussed in the response to Comment Number 158-7, the cost report
and nonproliferation report were made availableto the public on

August 24, 2000 and September 8, 2000, respectively.

DOE does not engagein or condone the actions alleged in the comment.
DOE did not and does not |abel organizationsor individuals. Neither doesit
interferewith workshops held by an organization, nor exert any influence or
authority in the matter of feesfor security and law enforcement charged by
the owners or managers of facilitiesinwhich public meetingsare held.
Such matters are determined by the rules and regul ations adopted by or
applied to thesefacilities, consistent with local lawsand municipal
requirements. For therecord, DOE did not characterize public hearings
participantsas“ opposition” or “ protest” groups, and further, did not attempt
to recommend or influence any meeting facility feesor security measures
applicableto any group or individual.

Thecommentors' concern for proper notice of the public hearing process
is addressed in response to Comment 158-16.

The commentors' request to establish procedures for unbiased hearingsis
addressed in responseto Comment 158-17.

Theissue of opposition groupsisaddressed in responseto
Comment 158-19.

DOE notesthe commentors' views.
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Commentor No. 159: Vera Katz, Mayor, City of Portland
(C. Hales, J. Francesconi, D. Saltzman, E. Sten)

Response to Commentor No 159

EHEE SR R SRgE:=a

City of Poriland
Henorable Bill Rishardson, Vera Katz
Secrezary of Energy Mayor
US. Departmant of Enerzy

1000 Independenca Ave. SW
Washington, D.C. 20585

August 22, 2000

DBear Secratary Richardson:

W support your initiatives for diszeaciens end use of iIndapandendy facititatad, principled
negotiations regarding the fsture of Hanford's FFTF Muclear Roacter, whizh you put farward at the
Washington Stats Democratic Ctnvmticn on fuze 102 in 2 meting with Waghington Demecrats. These
conmmitments were innovative effarns at ensuring meaningfal dialegie oo an iayue that has steated duep
epposition and undarminad pubiic confidencs in B i ts, Wa late you £81 youz

willingnass to make eovamitmenta to improve the EIS and angege in principled nogetiations, Weare 1l 159-1
growing incressingly conzarned, however, with the appareat bias of tho EIS; and the public participaticn 1l 159-2
process for the EIS. Tha Dradl EIS appears to cover-ip the fast that claimed justifications for restant of 1l 1593
this reactor, with all ofits rigks and costa, have either evuporsted with formal decigions from cther
agensies (NASA) or been called into question by the Dapartment's ovm blue rfbbon advisory commitiee. 1l 159-4

Restart of the FFTF Nuclear Reactor and tesumption of Plutonium procassing at Hanford swould I | 159-5
have potentislly cataseephic impacts an the heatth of Narthwes citizons and our environment, Qur
comstituents a5e entitied to 8 fair and impartisl process o consider all reasanably foresesable impacts and I | 159-6
sumh}ﬁ a%smvas . . 3 . .

o Lpartment is praventing our constitients and our selves from reviewing and conmmeniiag on

the Departmant's agazssment of many of those potettial impasts and altermatives by separating them from 159-7

the Dralt Bovirenmental Impact Statement {EI5) and anly disclesing tham in reports to be made availably
fter the public hsarings are aver. Apan from the clear bias of such an approach, this scemsz to ba a clear
viclation of the Naticna! Envisoumsentai Pelicy Act (NEPA]}. Majer public concems stated in qur
commants for the scoping of this EIS, meluding public concerna detailed in the Seattls City Council and 159-8

- Pertland City Commisgien Rasoliions oppesing FFTF restart (and formaily armered into the recond at
scoping heurings} are ignored in the Draft EIS.

It it nct accsptable to have lef cut of the Drafk BIS what the Department wili do with the nuclear | | 159-9
and toxic wastes from restanting FFTF and Pluitnium operations et Hanford. E is alse upacceptabla to
have left out of the Drast EIS the costs of restarting the FFTF reactor and ezch aitemative (especially 159-10

when tha Department has target bodges that are not sdequate to comply with the Haoford Clean-Up
Agreemant), the impacts on the nation's nnclear noa-proliferation pelisies from restarting the reactor and
232 of Plutzmium or High Enriched Utanium fiels, and the indepeadent assasemant of the need for I | 159-11
particular medical isctepes and tha suliability of the FFTF reactor to produce them.

Far aach of these four eritical arses, the Departmant hus chosen te issue a report separats from the
Draf EIS and not to release that report bafore the public hearings on the Draft EIS. We wmust assums that 159-12
thess reperts ars net flattaving tothe Department's claims for the FFTF Nuclear Reactor, end that thisiza
deliberats stratéfy to avaid disclosure and pullic eommsent.

1221 SW 4th Avenus, Suit= 240 + Portiand, Oregon 97204-1935 )
(307) 8234120 » FAX {503) §32.333% « TDD (561) 823-6868 - wiww.eh.panlend onysimayer/
Fan™

159-1:

159-2:

159-3:

159-4:

159-5:

159-6:
159-7:

DOE notes the commentors’ concerns. This NI PEIS has been
prepared in accordance with the provisions of NEPA (42 U.S.C. 4321
et seq.) and therelated CEQ and DOE implementation regul ations

(40 CFR Parts 1500 through 1508 and 10 CFR Part 1021), respectively.
DOE evaluated each environmental resource areain aconsistent,
unbiased manner across al the alternativesto allow afair comparison
among the various alternatives.

DOE policy encourages effective public participationinitsdecision

making process. In compliance with NEPA and CEQ regulations, DOE
provided opportunity to the public to comment on the scope of the NI PEIS
and the environmental impact analysis of DOE's proposed alternatives.
DOE gaveequal considerationto all comments. In preparing the Final

NI PEIS, DOE carefully considered commentsreceived from the public.

The content of recent correspondence between NASA and DOE
regarding potential plutonium-238 requirementsisdiscussed in responseto
Comment 159-15.

DOE notesthe commentors' concern regarding the suitability of FFTF
inlight of the NERA C subcommittee recommendations, asdiscussed in the
responseto Comment 159-13.

Theevaluation presented inthe NI PEIS considered both normal
operations and accidents and indicates that the environmental and
human health impacts of these facilities would be low.

See responses to Comments 159-1 and 159-2.

The environmental impacts of reasonable alternativestofulfill the
requirements of the missionswere disclosed and evaluated inthe NI PEIS.
DOE made every effort to obtain, analyze, and disclose al required
information to make adecision on expanding nuclear infrastructure. The
costsand nuclear nonproliferation impacts of proposed actionsare not
required by NEPA and CEQ regulationsto beincluded inaPEIS. DOE
prepared a separate Cost Report and Nuclear Infrastructure
Nonproliferation Impact Assessment to provide additional pertinent
information to the Secretary of Energy so that he may make an informed
decision with respect to the alternatives presented in the NI PEIS.
Pursuant to CEQ regulations (40 CFR 15051(€)), agencies are encouraged
to makeancillary decision documentsavailableto the public beforea
decisionismade. DOE mailed these documentsto approximately 730
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Commentor No. 159: Vera Katz, Mayor, City of Portland
(Cont’d) (C. Hales, J. Francesconi, D. Saltzman E. Sten)

Response to Commentor No. 159

I o L1Diio FRUFILT LRALE SHoss 523-3042 T0: 2263921143 PAGE: G2

Wa ara dismayed that tha Graft Ei5 fails to disclose that the Department's own Blue nbbon
medical advisety committee rezommended last April thar "the FFTF nat be considered gz a viadie long-
term source of research radlvisoiopes " Tha NERAC Subcemmittee for Isctope Research and
Production Plannings' findings ragarding the suitability of the FFTF reacter for production of research
medical isctopes', the claims of the contrsetors regarding FFTF's costs and projectad revenues for
preducing isctopes, and "pocr” rating of the manufacturing practicss at Hanford ars neither disclosed or
referenced in the Draft EIS.

“The Subcommittes concludes thaz e FFTT will net be a viabie scucea of resgarch
radicisctopes. Anticipatad incamg from sales likely will not meer supectations thereby
curtailing cpermions and redueing FFIF'a capabiity to produce rasearch radicisctapes in 159-13
a timely and cost-sfficient manner, ..

"The Subcommittee baliaves that the produstion needs of nustron-rich isctopes
$or research purpetes can by met by exdeting reactors. .. Other muetron sources may also

= yvailable for research isctope prodaction,”

Final Report a2 31, : . ot

The Draft EIS should havs considered tha altematives recormendad by the Subcommittes, and
fully disclosed its eriticism of the claims mads by the FFTFs contractors, Instead, the Draft EIS and DOE
docurents repeat the cost and isctope need claims that the Subcommittee found to be flawed and over
eptimnistic. The public deserved 1o have this filly disclosed in the Draft EIS instead of having it
discavered by researshers from chlizen groups.

The concerns of the City of Seaztls (Resoiution 30060 and Resolution 28343) regarding the
import of Phutenium on teard ships pasmng through inland waters (such as Poget Sound or the Columbia
River to the Port of Portland), and'transport of Phutenium through the crowdsd Puger Sound region, are
ertiraly ignored in this EIS. A shipbeard fre mvolving a shipmemt of Wagpens Grade Plutenium fuel in 159-14
infand waters poses Berrific sonsequences. Exposuze of our constients to such risk is entiraly
upacceptable. Other major concemns raised in the Portland aud Sestile resolutions, and by Membars of -
Conigtess, are similerly ignored in the Draft EIS. The Deparenent undsrminas afl public confidance in fts
cansideration of the restart of FFTF whan it propeses such actions and ipnores the furmal input from
slected officials and the region's major cities. ) )

Afthaugh the major missien propased forthe FFIT reactor in this BIS is production of Platonium
234 for NASA spaca reactors (Radioisotops Thermoelsstric Generators), the Draft EIS fails 1o disclose
that NAS A informed the USDOE on May 22, 2000 that: '

. "NASA headguarters no longer has an identifickle planned requirement for Small

Radiosictope Thermoelociric Generator {STRG) power systems.*

Contrary to tha DOE's assertion in the Draft EIS that "(W)ithout these power systems, thesle types 159-15
of space exploration missions 2ould nat be performed by NASA. " %, NASA has determined that missions
can utilize altermative technologies with lower costs. {And, of course, potentially muach lowsr
eovitonmental impacts, which this Dra EIS should bhave disclosed). .

Tha majer claimed need for FFTT rescart no longer exigts, yet the Departinent continues 1o
expend funds and undermin s credivility by continuing to propese the restarn of the FFTF reactor to
mest a need for Phitonium that NASA has informed you doeg not exist. )

As the hearings on the Dra® Enviraimental Impact Statemer: (E1S) sppreach, the Department is I | 159-16
et providing for adequate netica of the kesrings 1o ouy constituents; has not changed s plans for condust

! The reportnttes txt there Are fwoy major types of tredical isompes: largescaleproductan quantities
("conumercial' isatopes) and smzll quantity demmand igetopes for clinical wials, vasearch, ste.... ( rescarch’ l‘sompes)
The report wrges that the Depariment focus on providing the rescarch isotopss, and allowing ket forces '
provide commercial isolopes, Mast of the claims for need for FETF ore hased on research isotopes. Tae s:zc'of' the
rzaciar ad its cost to resmrt, provide ancillary facisities and opsiate wire negative factors in the committess’

opinion.
FDEIS at 85

interested parties on August 24 and September 8, 2000, respectively. Both
reportswere made availableimmediately upon rel ease on the NE web site
(http://www.nuclear.gov) and in the public reading rooms. DOE hasalso
provided summaries of the Cost Report and Nuclear Infrastructure
Nonproliferation Impact Assessment in AppendixesPand Q, respectively,
inthe Final NI PEIS.

159-8: DOE hasread and considered the public concernsdetailed in the

Resol utions of the Seattle City Council and the Portland City Commission.
Section 1.4 and the expanded discussion in Appendix N summarizethe
issues and concernsraised during the scoping process.

159-9:  Management of wastesthat would be generated under implementation

of Alternative 1 (Restart FFTF) isdiscussed in Section 4.3 of Volume 1
(e.g., see Section 4.3.1.1.13). Section4.3.1.1.13 wasrevised to clarify
that, the Hanford waste management infrastructure is analyzed in this
PEIS for the management of waste resulting from FFTF restart and
operation. Thisanalysisisconsistent with policy and DOE Order 435.1,
that DOE radioactive waste shall be treated, stored, and in the case of
low-level waste, disposed of at the site where the waste is generated, if
practical; or at another DOE facility. However, if DOE determines that
use of the Hanford waste management infrastructure or other DOE sites
isnot practical or cost effective, DOE may issue an exemption under
DOE Order 435.1 for the use of non-DOE facilities (i.e., commercial
facilities) to store, treat, and dispose of such waste generated from the
restart and operation of FFTF. Inaddition, Section4.3.3.1.13and
4.4.3.1.13 also address the potential impacts associated with the waste
generated from the target fabrication and processing in FM EF and how
this waste would be managed at the site.

159-10: The U.S. Congress funds the Hanford cleanup through the Office of the

Assistant Secretary for Environmental Management (EM), and the
FFTF through the Office of Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology
NE). Nuclear infrastructure missions described in Section 1.2 of
Volume 1 would also be funded by NE, which has no funding
connection to Hanford cleanup activities. As stated in Section N.3.2,
implementation of the nuclear infrastructure alternatives would not
divert or reprogram budgeted fund designated for Hanford cleanup,
regardless of the alternative(s) selected.
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Commentor No. 159: Vera Katz, Mayor, City of Portland
(Cont’d) (C. Hales, J. Francesconi, D. Saltzman E. Sten)

Response to Commentor No. 159

_— —— | STl LM PhEsi 2l
of the hearings, whi_ch-seem designed 10 Tepeat concams over the bias of thg process; a_x"ld, the burgaucracy I | 159-17
in chargo of the EIS fited 1o Hve up to expectations for magningful dissussions regarding the substancs
of the EIS regarding its coverage of major areas of concern, inciuding the need for medical isctopes, 159-18

alzamative market providers of medica] isclopes, safity lssues, waste streams from proposed activities,
nonproliferation impacts and costs of FFTF restar and production. ) .
. The notica far thesa hearings is woefully inadequata. Ths pablishad newspaper ad is an ewampia
of hew to vwaste funding 1o claim money was spent on I ad, while seeking te svoid publication of a
notice that the public might take noticz of. Of primaty imerast 10 the citizens of the Morthwest 22 the 159-16
preposed restar: of the FF§'F Nuclear Reactar and resumgtion of Flzenium and ethpr processing
operztions at Hanferd, The netice provided by the Departzient seams designed to ensure that our
canstituents would nct have netice that this is the topic of the EIS and propesal. Nor q.\d the De‘?ar’_!_nent
agres to send a meaningfl netics 1o our constitents who are on fhe normal Hanford issues notice fist.
Last yaar, tho conduct of the haerings was Hsslf 2 major controvarsy bacause the Depariraent
sefused to 1o @ sign in list for determining the ordar of speakers, Again, the Dpariment agpears intent o 159-17
allow the prosass 1o appear biased by allowing the Drepastrrent's m?dem}o: to hand choosa the order of
spegkers, Last yaar, this resulizd in ﬂ:; spoksape;i]: for f“ﬁea n;gwn_ 's major public interest groups not
it 2 3 it tha night at g after haaring.
bes a&?: :r: 3:?5:0%?&2113 Deplil:iﬁnm t:il:?adl'rties at \;‘hich heerings areto bahgld :that
public intgrast groups are mspgosition” and “protest” groups, and requited them !to pay for gcl_m‘s_m arde:d
to hold pre-tearing worksheps, Wa must neta Bat he Cz}ges of Seattle xnd Portland are officially oppos 159-19
to the restart of FFTF and, therefore, apparertly, "opposition” groups that the Degartment feals pesea
security thregt if they seek to bold a pra-hearing workshep 1o assist eitizens in preparing to comment at
the hun{ivge. urge o0 10 have tha TDlepartment t2ks immediate steps to provide preper netice (dem;‘;:_'t;i;_t& I | 159-20
nctify cur constituents that these heariags an on an BIS regarding thae pessible restan of‘Hzn_ford.s Il 159-21
Nuslear Reactar and Plutonitm processingl, unbizsed P?ocedurss for the conduct of the hearings; - 120.92
apclegize for any characterization of groups as "cppusition” or "protest” and gasure that thers is no . 1 -
uﬂunidag‘z: ;i?;:g;‘;:lr:::ﬁ and isotepe needs, for whish car region weuld be subjected to the risks of | ‘

i i of'this dangerous
Jear veacior restar, are now revealed to be illusory claims bytha_propon_enls "
ngc:u;hfﬂraﬁ EIS is o deeply flawed by its failureto disclose, and mllf?! withholding of, )
information that is ssganzial to informed decisicn making that the bias can only be ovarsorae by removing

tire regtart of the FFTF raactor from consideration.

159-23

Sincorely,

72y . @LM

Verz Fatz, . Charlio Hales
Mayor . Commissionsr
. e
ﬂ . KIWM - %ﬁi\ Z)—(j
St ) - ¥ o
\ Ilm Francescon: Dan Salwman Tt Sran

159-11:

159-12:

159-13:

The costs and nuclear nonproliferation impacts of proposed actionsare
not required by NEPA and CEQ regulationsto be included in a PEIS.
DOE prepared a separate Cost Report and Nuclear Nonproliferation
Impact Assessment to provide additional pertinent information to the
Secretary of Energy so that he may make an informed decision with
respect to the alternatives presented in the NI PEIS. Such ancillary
documents need only be made available to the public prior to any
decision being made under CEQ regulations (40 CFR Part 1505.1(€)).
Nevertheless, DOE mailed these documents to more than 730 interested
parties on August 24, 2000 and September 8, 2000, respectively. The
reports were made available immediately upon rel ease on the NE web
site (http://www.nuclear.gov) and in the public reading rooms. DOE
has also provided the summary of the Cost Report and Nuclear
Nonproliferation Impact Assessment in Appendixes P and Q in the
Final NI PEIS.

DOE notesthe commentors’ concern that an independent assessment of
the need for particular isotopes and the suitability of FFTF is not
included inthe NI PEIS. Section 1.2.1 of Volume 1 discusses the need
for isotopes based on the Expert Panel and NERAC subcommittee
recommendations. Asfurther discussed in theresponseto

Comment 159-13 and presented in Section 1.5 of Volume 1, the
recommendations of theseindependent review groupsweretaken into
consideration in developing therange of reasonable alternatives evaluated in
the NI PEIS. NERAC isanindependent Federal advisory committee
appointed by the Secretary of Energy to advise DOE on civilian nuclear
energy research program as noted in Section 1.2 of Volume 1.

Thedraft Waste Minimization and Management Plan for the Fast Flux
Test Facility (May 2000) and the NERAC Isotope Subcommittee
report (April 2000) were referenced in the NI PEIS and were available
prior to the public hearings. The NI PEIS cost and Nonproliferation
reports were made available on August 24 and September 8, 2000,
respectively; immediately after they were completed, as discussed in
response to Comment 158-7.

DOE has sought independent analysis of trendsin the use of medical
isotopes, and of its continuing role in this sector, consistent with its
mandates under the Atomic Energy Act. Indoing so, it established two
expert bodies, the Expert Panel and the NERAC. In 1998, the Expert
Panel convened to forecast future demand for medical isotopes
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Commentor No. 159: Vera Katz, Mayor, City of Portland
(Cont’d) (C. Hales, J. Francesconi, D. Saltzman E. Sten)

Response to Commentor No. 159

estimated that the expected growth rate of medical isotope use during

the next 20 yearswill range from 7 to 14 percent per year for

therapeutic applications, and 7 to 16 percent per year for diagnostic
applications. These findings were later reviewed and endorsed by
NERAC, established in 1999 to provide DOE with expert, objective
adviceregarding the future form of itsisotope research and production
activities. DOE has adopted these growth projections as a planning tool
for evaluating the potential capability of the existing nuclear facility
infrastructure to meet programmatic requirements. In the period since the
initial estimates were made, the actual growth of medical isotope use has
tracked at levels consistent with the Expert Panel findings. Section 1.2.1
of Volume 1 wasrevised toincorporatethisinformation and to clarify
DOE'sroleinfulfilling the U.S. research and commercial isotope
production needs.

The conclusions presented in the NERA C Subcommitteefor | sotope
Research and Production Planning Final Report, April 2000 regarding
the suitability of FFTF to produce research isotopesin atimely and
cost-efficient manner were made in the context of the facility producing
research isotopes as its sole mission. It would not be cost effective to
restart FFTF for the singular purpose of producing small quantities of
various research isotopes. However, sustained operation of FFTF for
the production of larger quantities of both research and commercia
isotopes would be viable if operated in concert with producing
plutonium-238 and conducting nuclear energy research and devel opment
for civilian applications. Asthe NERAC report states. "In limited
instances, the DOE possesses unique resources, e.g., the high flux of
fast neutrons and largeirradiation volumein FFTF, that could be
utilized for the production of some radioisotopes, but is best suited for
commercial interestswho might consider itsusefor isotope production™. In
recognition of these constraintsonitsoperational feasibility, the

NI PEIS only evaluates the use of FFTF when coupled with the other
missions. While some existing reactors may possess the potential
capability or capacity to support research isotope production, as
suggested in the NERAC report, it isunlikely that reliable, increased
production of these isotopes to support projected needs could be
accomplished without disturbing the existing missions of thesefacilities.
DOE has taken the Expert Panel and NERAC report recommendations
under consideration in developing therange of aternativesevauatedin
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Commentor No. 159: Vera Katz, Mayor, City of Portland
(Cont’d) (C. Hales, J. Francesconi, D. Saltzman E. Sten)

Response to Commentor No. 159

159-14:

the NI PEIS. These reports were made available to the public at
the NI PEIS publicinformation centersand on the Internet at
http://www.nuclear.gov.

The commentors appear to express the concern that DOE would expose
constituents in the Seattle area to risks associated with the transport of
weapons-grade plutonium. None of the purposed alternatives would
involve the shipment of any weapons-grade plutonium to any port in
the United States. Alternative 1 does postulate that DOE might decide
at some point to import mixed oxide fuel from Europe to fuel FFTF.
At this time, however, DOE has not proposed to import this fuel
through any specific port. If DOE ultimately decides to import fuel
from Europe, it would perform a separate NEPA analysisto select a
port. Thisreview would address all relevant potential impacts of
overseas and inland water transportation, shipboard fires, package
handling, land transportation, as well as safeguards and security
associated with theimport of SNR-300 mixed oxide fuel through a
variety of specific candidate ports on the west and east coasts. It
would consider all public comments, including local resolutions,
concerning thedesirability of bringing mixed oxidefuel into the
proposed aternative ports.

In the event that DOE decides to enhanceits nuclear infrastructure, it
would not expose any population to high, unacceptable risks under any
dternative. Any transportation activities that would be conducted by
DOE would comply with U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commissionand U.S.
Department of Transportation regulations. Associated transatlantic
shipment would comply with International Atomic Energy Agency
requirements. In Section J.6.2, DOE reviewed the potential maximum
impacts from the marine transportation of mixed oxide fuel from Europe
to arepresentative military port, Charleston, South Carolina, and
overland transportation to Hanford. Also in that section, a bounding
analysis demonstrates that the maximum potential radiological risksto
the surrounding public from mixed oxide fuel shipmentswould be
extremely small (e.g., lessthan 1 chancein atrillion for alatent cancer
fatality per shipment from severe accidents at docksand in channels

and lessthan 1 chancein 50 billion for alatent cancer fatality per
shipment from overland highway accidents).
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159-15:

159-16:

Through aMemorandum of Understanding with NASA, DOE provides
radioisotope power systems, and the plutonium-238 that fuels them,
for space missionsthat require or would be enhanced by their use. In
addition, under the National Space Policy issued by the Office of
Science and Technology Policy in September 1996, and consistent with
DOE's charter under the Atomic Energy Act, DOE isresponsiblefor
maintaining the capability to provide the plutonium-238 needed to
support thesemissions. Thereare approximately 9 kilograms (19.8 pounds)
of plutonium-238inthe U.S. inventory availableto support

future NASA space missions. Based on NASA guidance to DOE on
the potential use of radioisotope power systems for upcoming space
missions, it is anticipated that the existing plutonium-238 inventory
will be exhausted by approximately 2005. Under the No Action
Alternative, DOE would continue to purchase plutonium-238 to meet
the space mission needs for the 35-year evaluation period considered in
the NI PEIS. However, DOE recognizes that any purchase beyond
what is currently available to the United States through the existing
contract would likely require negotiation of anew contract and may
require additional NEPA review.

TheMay 22, 2000, correspondence from NASA to DOE identifiesthat
NASA no longer has a planned requirement for small radioisotope
thermoel ectric generator (SRTG) power systems. This does not mean
that NASA nolonger requires DOE to provide the necessary plutonium-238
to support deep space missions. Rather, the SRTG devel opment
effortswere stopped in order to permit reprogramming of fundsto
support development of a new radioisotope power system based on a
Stirling technology generator. This new radioisotope power system,
referred to in the subject correspondence, requires one-third less
plutonium-238 asits fuel source. However, the Stirling technology is
developmental and NASA has requested in a September 22, 2000, |etter
to DOE that large RTGs be maintained as backup. Section 1.2.2 of
Volume 1 wasrevised to clarify plutonium-238 mission needs. The

major mission of FFTFwould not bethe production of plutonium-238.
Rather, all three missionsare of equal importance; no onemissionisgiven
priority intheNI PEIS.

DOE provided notice of scheduled public hearingsin accordancewith

the requirements of CEQ and DOE regulations (i.e., 40 CFR Parts 1503.1
and 1506.6 and 10 CFR Part 1021.313, respectively). Thisincluded
announcement of the hearingsin the Federal Register aswell asinthe
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159-17:

159-18:

159-19:

local media. Inaddition, copiesof the Draft NI PEIS and/or the
Summary (including the public hearing schedul €) were sent to each
individual or group listed to receiveit at the address on record.
Additional notification to the public concerning meetings on the Draft
PEIS were made by the Oregon Office of Energy to members of 20
focusgroupsin six Oregon communities and other Oregon interest

groups.

The public hearing format was designed to befair and unbiased. The public
hearing format used was based on stakehol der input and was presented in
the Notice of Availability (65 FR 46443 et seq.) for the Draft NI PEIS.
Thisformat wasintended to encourage public participation, regardl ess of
themotivation for attending the hearing. 1t provided an opportunity for the
participantsto meet one another, exchange information, and share concerns
with DOE personnel available throughout the course of each hearing to
answer questions. Themeetingswerefacilitated by anindependent
moderator to ensurethat all personswishing to speak had an opportunity to
do so. Personswishing to comment were selected at random from the
audiencesrather than according to the order in which they registered. This
was accomplished by arandom number drawing. Inadditiontothe
comment recorder stationed at the main hearing, a second recorder was
availablein an adjacent room to receive comments without the need to
await selection at the main proceeding. The hearing format used promoted
open and equal representation by all individualsand groups.

The need for medical isotopesand aternate suppliersarediscussed in
Sectionl.2.1 of Volume 1. Safety and health issues are discussed
throughout Chapter 4 of Volume 1 with detailsgivenin AppendixesH
through Jof Volume 2. Waste generation and waste management for
each of the alternatives are discussed throughout Chapter 4 of Volume 1.
Asdiscussed in the response to Comment Number 158-7, the cost report
and nonproliferation report were made avail ableto the public on

August 24, 2000 and September 8, 2000, respectively.

DOE does not engagein or condone the actions alleged in the comment.
DOE did not and does not label organizations or individuals. Neither
doesit interfere with workshops held by an organization, nor exert any
influence or authority in the matter of fees for security and law
enforcement charged by the owners or managers of facilitiesin which
public meetings are held. Such matters are determined by the rules and
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Commentor No. 159: Vera Katz, Mayor, City of Portland
(Cont’d) (C. Hales, J. Francesconi, D. Saltzman E. Sten)

Response to Commentor No. 159

159-20:

159-21:

159-22:

159-23:

regulations adopted by or applied to thesefacilities, consistent with
local laws and municipal requirements. For the record, DOE did not
characterize public hearings participants as “opposition” or “protest”
groups, and further, did not attempt to recommend or influence any
meeting facility fees or security measures applicableto any group or
individud.

The commentors' concern for proper notice of the public hearing
process is addressed in response to Comment 159-16.

The commentors' request to establish procedures for unbiased hearings
is addressed in response to Comment 159-17

The issue of opposition groups is addressed in response to
Comment 159-19.

DOE notesthe commentors' views.
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Commentor No. 160: John Paul Mansfield

Response to Commentor No. 160

Draft PEIS Comment Form S MioutEs

T U Pruc b AnST LS Thelk  RART 1R
Ciptchn . Sl  oF Ca-PARAE S R Tonwred
" Aot —TAPAsETy  pae - PRormAe T Wokes
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Ar b Ol Rorerls untdl DE- . By BPA0E . e Scim 3%
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SulPotrid B canlbery — wie unt 4028 4 s
BUARS AP DDy Fed N ol . Tacha b
Yo r o lieitiar)  GeTooe s s Tl — oy — 7
p ~ro  SafPesd VT an worHies To o wimf
Doz T — four pro A PSSurT oF Tohe BoriZs o 160-1
W2ohihae b RasrAse T
At B PAAohl o SAR fidro  CauTTy
UCSB - SAN QUm0 (CRAMATEY (0 Vg, W LA Lok
oty Pl b Sw s, By b Palanadi o
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Fiaeal St DARTY .
There are several ways to provide commaents on the Nuclear Infrastruciure
4S5, These include: QM%H PLC ool

Sl ‘L ~ae
tl.endmg public meetings and giving your comments directly to DOE offi cu]s M‘L

pluming this comment form to the registration desk at the meeting or to the address beluw
e falling toli-free and leaving your comments; 1-877-562-4393 T
ing your comments toll-fres to; 1-877-562-4592 .‘rupi(_ T
commenting via g-mail: NuclearInfrastructure-PEIS @ hq.doe.gov CQA.NA \,.//2 Fan, ”%
oy

Name [petiwgal ): TUEDWJ Pﬁ% S AT g AL
Organizatio E_SPWG Lk (9 Hin &ﬁ?@ﬂtﬁﬂb
Drgamzaucm Address (circle one): ¥8 qQD Nlr-) WS =1

U AncCouuel. Wh  AF661- 7w
City: State:. Zip Code:.
‘Telephone (optional): SD’S "7(.(1 G- \S.L{ Gt
E-mail {optional):
COMMENTS MUST BE POSTMARKED BY September 18, 2000

FO! mnce imoamabon r:onlud Coiefte E. B NE-SO

us. Dep\:-nnanim Ewgy 1 Semantiown Rood = Germsnmvm D 20874 B
phun-e 1877 5t52-45‘?3 Tolkhse Fac i- l77~5§2 A592

Enl NuGlearnioss ure-PRS@NG dod gov %

T2

160-1: Comment noted.
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